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CHAPTER I
One of the most common ways a person can learn about himself and
his abilities is by being evaluated by another person. The process of
being evaluated can be a highly adaptive one for the individual. By
responding to the information provided by those around him the individual
can learn more efficient and effective ways of dealing with his environ-
ment. It is evident, however, that some people do not profit from eval-
uations and learn from their experience as well as others. They tend to
consistently ignore, deny or distort self -re levent information. One f
important task for psychologists is to identify those aspects of the
individual and of the evaluation process which determine whether evalua-
tions will be a constructive or a destructive experience.
Review of the Literature
The notion that an individual's self-appraisal is significantly
determined by the information he receives from others is a relatively
old and a frequently cited idea (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934; Sullivan,
1953). Within the last several decades, a considerable amount of researc
has been done focusing on the variety of reactions to evaluations from
others including behavioral, emotional and cognitive responses.
The relative influence of favorable and unfa* arable _eyaluj^t ion^.
The relative influence of favorable and unfavorable evaluations
on behavioral responses . Most of the early empirical investigations
(1916-1966) focused on behavioral responses to either tavorable or un-
favorable feedback. This research was usually conducted in an education-
al setting. After over fifty years of research there is today little
agreement as to the relative merits of praise or reproof in improving
behavioral skills and learning performance. Some examples may suffice to
illustrate the current lack of consensus concerning the effects of praise
and criticism. According to Biehler (1971) a teacher should "use praise
freely, for it motivates pupils to achieve. . . 11 and should use "blame
with caution. . . In some cases reprimand forces the wrong response and
sets off a chain of compulsive repetitions." (p. 344-5). One can also
find support for the point of view that praise can be damaging and should
be used with caution (Farson, 1971; Ginott, 1972). Prather (1970) sum-
marizes some of the damaging effects of praise as follows:
There is something about compliments that scares me.
Part of the reason may be that I am afraid of getting
something that can subsequently be taken away. I put
myself in the hands of the other person if I let my
emotions lean on his statement. Another reason: I am
being put on the spot and now must watch my actions to
keep him thinking this way about me. Another: There
is a part of me that knows I am not as good as his com-
pliment implies. Another: I have often been insincere
when saying similar things
.
And finally, Hamachek (1976) concludes that since praise is equal to
reproof in its effects either may be used to improve performance.
The relative influence of favorable and unfavorable evaluations
on emotional responses . Behavioral responses have received a great
deal
of attention but emotional reactions to beirg evaluated are
also an im-
portant component of reactivity to consider. Epstein (1973)
assumes
that emotions occur when a postulate of significance to
the individual's
self -system is affected. Epstein further assumes thac
negative emotions
will be aroused when the person experiences a threat to any one of the
functions of the self -system: assimilating the data of experience,
maintaining self-esteem, and, maintaining a favorable pleasure /pain
balance. Positive emotions are assumed to occur when these functions
are facilitated. To the extent that evaluations received from others
affect important components of the individual's self -system one would
expect the extent and quality of emotional reactions to be affected.
As with behavioral reactions to evaluations, there is little
agreement as to the differential effects of receiving favorable or unfav
orable information about one's self on emotions. It has often been
assumed that favorable information will produce positive emotions (e.g.,
happiness) and unfavorable emotions will produce negative emotions (e.g.
sadness) (cf
.
Deutsch, 1961) . However , Ginott (1972) points out that
"evaluative praise is often experienced as a threat. It brings discom-
fort, not delight; fear, not joy"(p. 45). Not only may evaluative feed-
back affect the type of emotional reaction but it may affect the' inten-
sity of reaction as well. Deutsch (1961) suggests that there is a
stronger emotional reaction to negative feedback than to positive feed-
back.
The relative influence of favorable and unfavorable evaluations
on cognitions . Besides being affected behaviorally and emotionally a
person may be affected cognitively as well when evaluated by another
person. Cognicive reactions to evaluations may take a number of forms.
First, an individual may change his self-concept . That is, certain eval
uations may cause an individual to change his opinion of himself to
better conform to the information provided by the evaluation whereas
other evaluations are regarded with relative indifference in this regard.
Second, an individual may or may not cognitively distort the manner in
which he was treated by the evaluator. For example, it is a common
observation that some individuals tend to feel attacked or rejected
when they are negatively evaluated and that some individuals tend to feel
accepted or appreciated when they are positively evaluated whereas others
tend to react with equanimity . Third, an individual may or may not alter
his conception of the likeability and general competence of the evalua-
tor. There is considerable evidence (cf. Gergen, 1971) that a person will
tend to like those who provide him with favorable information and will
tend to dislike those who provide him with unfavorable information.
Fourth, and finally, individuals may choose to construe the evaluation
itself differentially in regard to its accuracy, favorableness/unfavor-
ableness, fairness, frequency and expectancy.
Rosenberg (1968) describes the status of existing knowledge con-
cerning cognitive reactions to evaluations as follows:
we do not understand in any but the most general
terms the kinds of routine, day-by-day cognitive pro-
cessing through which negative or inconsistent infor-
mation relevant to the self is rendered noncredible or,
when this is not possible, is transformed so that it
can be incorporated into the self-concept without doing
it any significant injury.
A proper approach to this sort of problem could
begin, I think, with descriptive studies (based nec-
essarily, upon introspective reports) of the kinds of
cognitive processes which provide the self-concept
wit. its armor plating. Since these are highly prac-
ticed "subroutines" they need somehow to be slowed
down if they are to be scrutinized. (p. 387)
and unfavorable evaluations. Considering both the frequency
with which
evaluations are given as well as the wide variety of behavioral, emo-
tional and cognitive reactions that are elicited by being evaluated it
is surprising that no systematic account has been made of these reactions
as they occur in everyday life. Furthermore, there is generally little
consensus as to the differential effects of favorable and unfavorable
feedback on behavioral, emotional and cognitive dimensions of response
to evaluations. One purpose of the present study is to provide a sys-
tematic and comprehensive description of the evaluations males and fe-
males receive in the course of their everyday life and how they react to
them. A description of emotional, behavioral and cognitive reactions will
be provided for males 1 and females ' responses to favorable and unfavor-
able evaluations.
Consistency theories versus enhancement theories .
Besides providing a description of reactions to favorable and
unfavorable evaluations the study will also attempt to determine the
factors which determine the type of cognitive, emotional and behavioral
response an individual makes upon receiving an evaluation. Two broad
theoretical frameworks have emerged to explain how a person responds to
being evaluated by another person, consistency theories and esteem-
enhancement theories. (Since the theoretical models assume that the
mode of response, behavioral, emotional and cognitive, are
equally
mediated by a tendency toward consistency, oa the one hand,
versus a
tendency toward enhancement on the other, no separate
delineation will
be made on the basis of mode of response.) The basic
contention of con-
sistency theories is that a person's reaction to an
evaluation is
0mediated by a tendency to establish and maintain a consistent set of
cognitions with regard to his evaluation of himself. According to this
viewpoint, evaluations consistent with a person's self-concept are
readily assimilated into the person's self -assessment . Should an indivi-
dual receive an evaluation which is inconsistent with his self-assess-
ment, a state of inconsistency among his self-percepts is assumed to be
produced. The individual may respond in a number of* ways to eliminate
the inconsistency. First, an individual may change his self -concept to
better conform to the information provided by the evaluation. But,
Backman, Secord and Pierce (1963) suggest a variety of behavioral and
cognitive ways the individual may reduce the incongruity without changing
the self -concept
.
He may reduce his interaction with those whose defini-
tions of his behavior threaten congruence and increase
interaction with others whose definitions he perceives
as congruent. A second mode involves evaluating selected
other persons positively or negatively depending upon
whether they are behaving congruently with certain as-
pects of self: he increases his liking for those who
behave in a congruent fashion and decreases liking for
those behaving incongruently . A third means of resolu-
tion is the misperception of the other person's behavior
in a manner allowing congruency to be achieved. Finally
he may employ techniques permitting him to elicit congru-
ent responses from the other person that confirm aspects
of self (p. 110).
In contrast to consistency theories, the basic contention of
esteem-enhancement theories is that a person's reactions to appraisals
from others are mediated bv a
:
'need to enhance his self -evaluation and
to increase, maintain, or confirm his feelings of personal
satisfaction,
worth, and effectiveness 11 (Jones, 1973, p. 186).
Like consistency theories, enhancement theories predict
that
evaluations can have emotional, behavioral and cognitive consequences.
However, unlike consistency theories, the response is presumed to be
mediated by a need for enhancement rather than a need for consistency.
That is, positive evaluations are assumed to satisfy the need for enhance-
ment and negative evaluations are assumed to frustrate the need for en-
hancement. Thus, when confronted with a positive evaluation, the person
may manifest such responses as feeling good about himself, liking the
evaluator, and associating with sources of favorable evaluations. When
confronted with a negative evaluation, on the other hand, opposite reac-
tions would be expressed.
Two factors have been identified which are assumed to interact
and to mediate the striving for consistency or for enhancement. One
factor, a characteristic of the evaluation, is whether the evaluation is
a favorable or an unfavorable one. The second factor, a characteristic
of the person being evaluated, concerns whether the person has a high or
a low level of self-esteem. Both models, consistency theories and en-
hancement theories, predict that individuals with a high level of self-
esteem will respond favorably to positive information and unfavorably
to negative information. The models diverge in their predictions when
accounting for the reactions of individuals with a low level of self-
esteem. Consistency theories predict that individuals with a low level
of self-esteem will respond favorably to negative information and will
respond unfavorably to positive information, since, in each case, such
information would be consistent with previously held concepts. Enhance-
ment theories on the other hand, predict that individuals with a low
level of self-esteem will respond more favorably to positive
information
6and more unfavorably to negative information than individuals with a high
level of self-esteem, since low self-esteem subjects are assumed to have
a greater need for enhancement than high self-esteem subjects.
Considering the broad range of cognitive, emotional and behavioral
responses available to an individual it would be surprising if either one
of the models could explain and predict all reactions to evaluations in
all situations. It could be that in one situation an individual may
strive for consistency and in another situation strive for enhancement.
Or, it could be that an individual may strive for consistency and en-
hancement at the same time but in different response modalities. For
example, an individual may strive for consistency cognitively and strive
for enhancement behavioral ly . Or, it could be that some individuals tend
to strive for consistency whereas others strive for enhancement. In
short, both consistency and enhancement models could be correct under
certain circumstances. As Jones (1973) points out there is empirical
evidence in support of both models.
Besides the conflicting research findings there are several other
limitations involved in attempting to conceptualize as complex a process
as responding to evaluative feedback by postulating either a consistency
tendency or a need for enhancement. First of all, the distinction
between the models that Jones puts forth is not quite as clear-cut as it
appears at first. It should be recalled that according to the consis-
tency model the response to evaluative feedback is determined by whether
tne appraisal is consistent with the person's sel f -concept . As Jones
defines the esteem-enhancement model reactions to evaluations are media-
ted by a need to . . maintain, or confirm his feelings of personal
satisfaction.
.
." (p. 186). What else does "maintain" and "confirm"
imply but a concern for consistency?
The distinction between consistency and enhancement theories Is
also ambiguous in that the empirical findings often cited in support of
consistency theories can be explained in terms of enhancement theories
(Jones
,
1973).
It is noteworthy that neither consistency nor enhancement theories
can account for a decline in feelings of self-worth, that is, consistency
theories may explain why people stay the way they are, and enhancement
theories may explain why people become better than they once were, but
neither theory can explain why some people think less of themselves than
they once did. Granted, this is not a very adaptive or effective mode of
responding to evaluations but it seems to be a common enough occurrence
to be worthy of theoretical explanation.
Perhaps the advice of Webster and Sobieszek (1974) should be
taken as a guide for future research. They suggest that the most pro-
fitable course for future research would be to "ask when, under what
circumstances, and for what types of people" (p. 155) self-enhancement
and self -consistency are most likely to occur, rather than to assume the
sole existence of one or the other as being applicable to all people in
all evaluative situations.
What are the factors that determine whether an individual will
respond in a manner to achieve self -consistency or to achieve self-
enhancement? First, evaluative situations in which the person recognizes
that he may be evaluated on the same attribute in the future
suggest that
the person may strive for consistency rather than for
esteem-enhancement
10
sc as to not over- or under-estimate his abilities or characteristics
(Gergen, 1971; Jones, 1973; Eagly and Acksen, 1971; Mattee, 1971;
Brickman, Linsenrneier and McCareins, 1976; Webster and Sobieszek, 1974).
Thus, whether a person will accept positive or negative information
about himself will depend on whether the individual regards this know-
ledge as useful in making future estimates of his behavior. Although
this line of reasoning generally supports the consistency model, Jones
(1973) argues that this process serves to enhance esteem in the long-run
as it teaches the individual not to make unrealistic estimates of his
behavior and thereby reduces the likelihood of being disapproved of in
the future.
Another condition in which consistency seems to prevail over
striving for enhancement is when the evaluation is perceived as being
impersonal, that is, not clearly focused on the recipient (Jones, 1973;
Gergen, 1971). In other words, an individual will maintain his current
self-image if an evaluation is perceived to be unrelated to him. For
example, if a person believes he was positively evaluated by a person who
positively evalutes everybody the individual is more likely to strive for
consistency than to strive for enhancement in response to the information,
favorable as it is. A similar state of affairs would exist with negative
evaluations
.
Under what conditions is it likely that an individual will strive
to enhance his self-concept? Gergen (1971) suggests that one such situa-
tion is when the evaluated attribute serves an important functional
value
for the individual. Thus, if a certain attribute, say intelligence,
is
central to the success of a person
1
s day-to-day functioning, strong
11
support (even if inaccurate) for this belief will be accepted from others.
In other words, if it is important for a person to perceive himself in a
certain way the tendency to accept such flattery will prevail over the
need for consistency or accuracy.
Another type of evaluative situation in which an individual may
endeavor to enhance his self-concept is when the individual is unlikely
to be called upon to prove his claim. For example, an individual who
claims he is a great lover may receive the acclaim of his associates but
it is unlikely he will be asked to demonstrate his competence.
Other factors which may influence reactions to evaluations
.
Other factors present in an evaluative situation may also help to
account for the variety of emotional, cognitive, and behavioral responses
other than a tendency to be self -consistent and a need for self -enhance-
ment. Such faccors may include characteristics of the person such as
level of self-esteem and level of depression, and sex of the subject and
characteristics of the evaluation such as the extent to which the evalua-
tion is perceived as accurate, expected, frequent, deserved, or favorable
and unfavorable.
Characteristics of the person
.
Leve 1 of self-esteem . A person's level of general self-esteem has
already been discussed as mediating the tendency for consistency among
self-perceptions and the need for esteem-enhancement in determining a
person's response to favorable and unfavorable evaluations. One purpose
of the present study is to examine the role of level of self-esteem as a
mediating factor in determining the individual's emotional, cognitive and
behavioral responses to evaluative feedback.
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Level of depression
. Evaluations from others serve an especially
important function in the psychological life of a depressed person.
Nemiah (1975) points out that the depressed person tends to be abnormally
dependent on others to maintain an already shaky and negative self-image:
. . .
in the relative absence of inner resources he
(the depressed person) turns to other people for
emotional support and reassurance , and frequently
needs a constant supply of these externally derived
strengths to maintain his unstable equilibrium,
(p. 1259)
Beck (1967) presents the position that depression is caused by
cognitive distortions of experience in such a manner that the depressed
individual views his experience, himself, and his future in a negative
way. Beck further presents the view that disturbances of affect and be-
havior, often found in depressed patients, are a direct consequence of
these cognitive distortions. According to this point of view the depres-
sed patient consistently construes experience as self -deflating. This is
accomplished by selectively attending to failure experiences and by in-
appropriately interpreting experiences. These distorted construals of
experience
. . .
may range from mild inaccuracies to total
misinterpretations. The typical cognitions show
a variety of deviations from logical thinking,
including arbitrary inferences, selective abstrac-
tions, overgeneralizations , and magnifications.
The patient automatically makes a negative inter-
pretation of a situation even though more obvious
and more plausible explanations exist. He tailors
the cacts to fit his preformed negative conclusions.
He may, furthermore, exaggerate the significance of
any actual loss, thwarting, or depreciation he en-
counters (p. 256).
According to Beck, once this inappropriate or inaccurate construal
of experience is made the individual's mood is determined. Since the
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depressed person consistently views himself and his experience in a
negative manner he is likely to have a consistently negative mood. Fur-
thermore, the particular mood a depressive experiences depends upon the
particular cognitions on which it is founded. Thus, a person who con-
strues himself as unlovable feels lonely; the person who feels he is in-
competent feels humiliated.
Just as the person's mood is determined by his cognitions so is a
person's motivation to behave in a particular way. Beck has found from
his clinical work with depressives that several categories of impulses
are caused by construing one's environment in a negative way. Such im-
pulses include escape and avoidance tendencies, suicidal wishes, depen-
dency on others and general lack of motivation (paralysis of the will).
Since Beck contends that depressives are prone to interpret all
experience in a negative way it seems reasonable to infer that depressed
individuals would also tend to interpret evaluative situations in a like
manner. That is, a depressed person when confronted with an evaluation
from another person, would be expected to selectively attend to negative
information and to inappropriately construe such information, even posi-
tive information, so as to downgrade himself, the world and his future.
Such an interpretation of evaluative information would be followed by
negative affect and unfavorable response tendencies. In fact, Beck has
observed in his clinical experience that
MThe depressed patient is prone
to read insults, ridicule or disparagement into what other people say
to
him. He often interprets neutral remarks as directed against him
in some
way. He may even twist a favorable comment so that it seems
unfavorable,
(p. 258)
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So far, little research has been conducted to test Beck's clinical
observations. What research is available has been conducted to test the
effects of experimentally manipulated success and failure. More speci-
fically, a series of experiments was done to determine if depressed
patients were disproportionately affected by failure experiences than
nondepressives due to the presumed tendency to devalue themselves . In
1964, Loeb et al. divided subjects into high-depressed and low-depressed
groups. Each group was further divided into either an "inferior perfor-
mance group" (failure condition) or a "superior performance group" (suc-
cess condition). Patients rated their mood before and after the success
and failure manipulations on an 11-point scale to indicate the extent to
which they felt "extremely happy" or "extremely sad." A self-confidence
measure, an estimate of future task performance, was obtained following
the experimental manipulations. The results showed that both high-
depressed and low-depressed patients showed increased happiness and self-
confidence following "success" than patients who experienced "failure."
There were no differences between the high- and low-depressed "failure"
groups. The high-depressed group who was "successful" had a significantly
higher level of self-confidence than each of the other three groups.
In a later study, Loeb et al. (cf. Beck, 1967, p. 184) found that
depressed patients were more likely to downgrade their performance than
were nondepressed patients. Depressed subjects underestimated their
likelihood of success and tended to devalue their performance despite the
fact that the depressed patients
1 performance was actually as good as that
of the nondepressed patients
1
.
In another study, Loeb, Beck and Diggory (1971) tested the
hypothesis that depressives 1 self-evaluation and expectancy regarding
future performance are more affected by success and failure than are non-
depressives 1
.
Depressives rated their performance less well than non-
depressives. Actual performance scores of the two groups did not differ.
After the initial manipulation a second task was administered to deter-
mine the effects of prior success or failure experience on performance
and performance expectancy. A nonsignificant interaction (p < .10) was
found indicating that prior success tended to enhance the performance of
depressives and that prior failure tended to enhance the task performance
of nondepressives.
The presumed tendency of depressives to devalue themselves when
confronted with failure was also investigated by Lewinsohn and Flippo
(cf. Becker, 1974, p. 139). Depressives and controls were presented with
a series of puzzles. Subjects were randomly assigned to a condition in
which either 257., 50% or 75% of the puzzles were unsolvable. The results
showed that the self-esteem of both depressives and controls decreased .
significantly in the 50% and 75% conditions. There was no indication that
self-esteem decreased more with "failure" for depressives than for con-
trols
.
In a more recent study, Hale (1976) found that depressives and
nondepressives actually showed different levels of performance on an
experimental task with depressives producing a poorer level of perfor-
mance than nondepressives. Thus when depressives had lower expectancies
for success than nondepressives it was interpreted as representing a
realistic estimate rather than providing evidence of cognitive distortion.
The majority of the available evidence, however, does suggest that
16
depressives tend to devalue their performance more so than nondepressives.
The evidence does not convincingly support the commonly held contention
that depressed patients are more adversely affected by failure experi-
ences than are nondepressed patients. And in fact, it seems that at
least short-term increases in feelings of self-worth can be obtained
from success experiences. There is some evidence that following success
depressed patients tend to overestimate the likelihood of future success
and following failure tend to underestimate the likelihood of future suc-
cess as compared to nondepressed patients although the evidence is not
unequivocal
.
In summing up the available literature, Becker (1974) concludes:
There is negligible experimental evidence that
depressives 1 self-esteem is appreciably more
vulnerable to failure than nondepressives 1
,
des-
pite a widespread clinical impression to the
contrary. Whether there is in fact no difference,
or response measures have been too insensitive, or the
stimuli too potent, unambiguous or irrelevant, remains
to be determined (p. 139),
One purpose of the present study is to provide a description of .
the emotional, cognitive and behavioral responses to favorable and un-
favorable evaluations of depressed and of nondepressed subjects. By
obtaining a systematic record of reactions to a number of positive and
negative evaluations it will be possible to examine whether depressives
react more unfavorably to negative information and less favorably to
positive information about themselves than nondepressives.
Sex of the subject . Males and females have been thought to differ
in their sensitivity to social appraisals especially in achievement situ-
ations (Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974). Males have been considered to be
primarily motivated to achieve successful task performance due to the
intrinsic value of the task (i.e., task-oriented). Females, on the other
hand, have been considered to be primarily motivated to achieve success-
ful task performance in order to receive praise, or to avoid criticism,
from others (i.e., person-oriented). After reviewing twenty-three studies
designed to examine whether females were more responsive to evaluative
feedback in achievement situations than males Maccoby and Jacklin (1974)
conclude
. .
girls are no more affected than boys by social (as com-
pared to nonsocial) reinforcement; and they are not more sensitive to the
affective overtones of the feedback provided by an experimenter.
. . the
hypothesis that boys are task-oriented and girls are person-oriented is
not supported." (p. 147-49)
There is some evidence, however, that the sexes may differ in
their responses to evaluations as a function of being evaluated on attri -
butes other than achievement. Females have been found to be more con-
cerned with social attributes (e.g., attractiveness, affiliation) than
males and males have been found to be more concerned with power and
status than females (Carlson, 1965; Carlson and Levy, 1968; McDonald,
1968; Douvan and Adelson, 1966; Coleman, 1961; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974),
Therefore, women may show more intense reactions than men when their
interpersonal abilities are evaluated and men may show more intense
reactions than women when their power or status is evaluated as, in each
case, there is greater ego-involvement invested in that area.
There is also evidence from at least one study that males and
females may differ in their sensitivity to positive and negative infor-
mation. Eagly and Whitehead (1972) found that males did not change their
18
self-ratings in response to negative evaluations whereas they did increase
the favorableness of their self-ratings in response to positive evalua-
tions. Females, changed their self -ratings in a positive direction
following positive information and in a negative direction following neg-
ative information.
Thus, in view of the available evidence, it appears that males and
females are equally responsive to evaluative feedback. However, the de-
gree of responsivity can be expected to vary as a function of the content
of the evaluation and as a function of whether the evaluation is positive
or negative. One purpose of the present study will be to compare the
types of evaluations males and females receive and the degree of their
emotional, cognitive and behavioral reactions.
Characteristics of the evaluat ion
.
Accuracy
.
Gergen (1971) stresses the importance of accurate
evaluations as follows:
We may appreciate an accurate evaluator for several
reasons. For one thing, he typically gives us infor-
mation about ourselves we can utilize. If we feel he
is inaccurate in his estimates of us, he is irrelevant
to our concern with developing a realistic and useful
picture of self. Secondly, the credibility of the
appraiser suffers when he in inaccurate. The inaccur-
ate appraiser seems untrustworthy and possibly stupid.
In addition, we are more likely to see the inaccur-
rate appraiser as lacking in personalism. He may seem
less attuned to us as persons and possibly influenced
by ulterior motives (p. 70).
Deutsch and Solomon (1959) found that subjects who had "failed" on
an experimental task were more attracted to the source of negative
appraisal than to the source of positive appraisal. This result has bean
interpreted as being indicative of the importance of accuracy, that is,
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when a subject failed and was praised, the evaluator had been grossly in-
accurate and consequently viewed as unattractive. Pm additional study by
Backman and Secord (1962), further points to the importance of receiving
accurate appraisals of one's self. In a study of the effects of friend-
ship patterns in a sorority, they found that women preferred to associate
with women who agreed most accurately with their appraisals of themselves.
One variable that may affect the perceived accuracy of an evalua-
tion is the extent to which the evaluator f s appraisal is discrepant from
the person's own view of himself on the evaluated attribute. As the
degree of discrepancy increases, two effects may be produced which appear
to operate in opposite directions. On the one hand, as an evaluation
becomes increasingly discrepant it may be viewed as increasingly less
accurate. On the other hand, as an evaluation becomes more discrepant it
may be perceived as accurate and serve to alert the individual to alter
his previous self -conception. Which of these two tendencies is most like-
ly to occur seems to depend upon the perceived credibility of the source.
Bergin (1962) found that when the appraisal was from a high-credible
source subjects changed their self -conception to conform to the evalua-
tor 's opinion as the extent of the discrepancy increased. When the
evaluator was a lew-credible source the amount of change in self-concep-
tion decreased as the evaluation became more and more discrepant.
Another point to be considered is knowing under what conditions
the individual is best served by receiving accurate or inaccurate infor-
mation. Such research has not been done (Shrauger, 1975). There might
be occasions when accurate information is withheld from the individual
because it may be construed as doing more harm than good. For example,
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a doctor may have to weigh very carefully the advantages and disadvantages
of accurately informing a patient of the severity of an illness the
patient can do nothing about. Or, for another example, a teacher may pre-
fer to tell a child who is proud of his work that his work is good even
when she recognizes serious deficiencies, perhaps because the work repre-
sents an improvement or perhaps the deficiencies are not as important as
giving the child some recognition.
On other occasions the importance of providing accurate information
clearly outweighs any concerns for building the esteem of the person.
One would scarcely inform a poor swimmer that he swims well enough to
cross a lake. In order to constructively modify or to maintain most
behaviors it seems that an accurate assessment of current behavior would
be crucial.
On the whole, little is known about the effects of receiving accur-
ate evaluations. Due to the demands of methodological exactness, subjects
in psychological experiments are most often given sham information and
are asked to react to, in many cases, what amounts to inaccurate infor-
mation merely because of assignment to a condition. Such a state of
affairs makes it impossible to separate the effects produced by the ex-
perimental conditions from those produced by the inaccuracy of the evalua-
tion.
Expectancy . Another variable which may affect the individual's
response to being evaluated is the extent to which an evaluation is
expected. Contrasting points of view can be identified as to the impact
of an unexpected evaluation on the likelihood of an individual changing
his self -concept regarding the evaluated attribute. Deutsch (1960)
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suggests that unexpected evaluations, by jolting the individual's security
system, are more likely to induce self-concept change than expected
evaluations. On the other hand, a totally unexpected evaluation may jolt
the person to the point where the evaluation is rejected. An expected
evaluation, however, allows the person time to assimilate the information
and may enhance the likelihood of self -concept change. However, it also
allows the individual more time to distort the information thereby making
change unnecessary. No research has been done to determine the conditions
under which any of the above possibilities is likely to accur.
Frequency . Besides accuracy and expectancy, a person's response
to being evaluated may depend, in part, on the frequency with which a
given attribute is appraised. Most studies take a short period of time
and provide the subject with only a single appraisal of himself. Gergen
(1971) suggests that "with continuous, long-terra exposure to a particular
appraisal, the person's relevent view of self may be determined for life -
strongly resistent to change if not immutable" (p . 47).
One study which did examine the effect of continuous praise or re-
proof on ability was done by Hurlock (1925). Initially, reproof was
found to be equal to praise but its effectiveness on improving task per-
formance decreased with continued use. The decrease in effectiveness was
sufficient to render the reproved group's performance equal to that of
the group that did not receive any incentive to improve.
In a more recent study, Videbeck (1960) investigated the extent to
which subjects' self-evaluation would change as a result of six positive
or six negative evaluations by a "visiting speech expert." Thirty stu-
dents from introductory speech classes were selected who were described
.
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by their instructors as being superior students. The results showed
thirteen of the fifteen students who received positive evaluations in-
creased the favorableness of their self-ratings and fourteen of the fif-
teen students who received negative evaluations decreased the favorable-
ness of their self -ratings
. This data could be interpreted as indicating
that there is no greater tendency to change in a positive direction than
in a negative one. However, the mean amount of change was greater for
subjects who received negative evaluations than for subjects who received
positive evaluations. This comparison indicates that frequent negative
evaluations are more successful in lowering self-ratings than frequent
positive evaluations are at raising self -rat ings . It should be noted
that all subjects were pre-selected as being superior. Therefore subjects
in the positive evaluation condition may have had less room to increase
their ratings whereas subjects in the negative evaluation condition had
plenty of leaway in the other direction.
Maehr, Mensing and Nafzger (1962) replicated the Videbeck (1960)
study using 31 boys from a high school physical education class. Again,
favorable evaluations produced more favorable self-ratings and negative
evaluations produced less favorable self -ratings . However, Maehr, et al.
did not find that the negative evaluation condition produced a greater
amount of change than the positive evaluation condition.
Haas and Maehr (1965) also tested the idea that the frequency of
evaluations is directly related to the amount of change in self -ratings
.
In this study 30 eighth grade physical education students were told that
they had done well on an assigned task. The same task was assigned again,
two days later. After the second administration subjects showed a
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greater increase in the degree of favorableness of self-ratings than after
the first administration. This difference persisted for six weeks (the
end of the study.)
Frequency of favorable and unfavorable evaluations has been exam-
ined in respect to improving performance on an academic task (Hurlock,
1925) and on changing various attributes of the self -ratings
. On the
academic task continued praise was more successful than continued reproof
on improving addition scores. In changing self -ratings
,
receiving posi-
tive and negative evaluations were both found to be successful. The
results of one study (Videbeck, 1960) suggest a tendency that negative
evaluations produce a greater change than positive ones. Although not
replicated by Maehr, et al. (1962) this finding poses an interesting
question. What function would it serve for the individual to be more
responsive to continued unfavorable than to continued positive evaluations?
Perhaps it is more adaptive for the individual to learn what he is not
capable of doing than it is for him to learn what he is capable of doing.
Such a process would prevent the individual from setting unrealistic
performance expectations for future tests of his ability. It should be
recalled that subjects in the Videbeck (1960) study were pre-selected as
superior students. One could reasonably infer that these subjects had a
history of frequent favorable evaluations dealing with their speech-giving
capabilities. Since the "visiting speech expert" administered negative,
rather than positive evaluations it would be in the best interests for
these individuals to lower their self-ratings so as not to overestimate
their speech-giving abilities in the future.
Perhaps the above interpretation explains why the Maehr et al.
(1962) study did not replicate the finding that negative evaluations
produce a greater amount of change in self -evaluations than positive
evaluations. Since subjects were not pre-selected as having superior
abilities there was less of a need to compensate for any previous over-
estimation of abilities.
The degree to which an evaluation is perceived as deserved
.
Another characteristic of evaluations which may determine an
individual's emotional, cognitive and behavioral response is whether the
evaluation is perceived as being deserved or as being undeserved. Dickoff
(1961) conducted a study in which one group of undergraduate women re-
ceived an evaluation which closely corresponded with their own view of
themselves, while a second group received an appraisal which was much
more positive than their own se If -rat ings . Half of each group was fur-
ther informed that the evaluator's task was to be as accurate as possible.
The remaining half were told that the evaluator was interested in re-
cruiting them for a future experiment. After these manipulations were
completed subjects were instructed to rate the evaluator. When the
evaluator's motives seemed honest (accurate condition) subjects liked her
much more when she had a high, but inflated, view of them than when she
merely reflected their own self -ratings . However, when it appeared as
though the evaluator had ulterior motives subjects did not increase their
ratings as the evaluation became more positive. There was also a tendency
for subiects to be less attracted to the evaluator when her evaluation
was inflated than when her appraisal corresponded to the subjects' own
self -ratings.
Deutsch and Solomon (1959) and Strickland, Jones and Smith (1960)
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found that subjects who received a negative evaluation that was perceived
as unjust derogated the source of the evaluation.
The overall conclusion seems to be that if an evaluation is per-
ceived as undeserved, it is more likely that the recipient will devalue
the appraiser rather than, perhaps, learning from the evaluation.
The degree of favorableness/unfavorableness of the evaluation
.
The last variable to be presented here which may affect a person's
reaction to an evaluation is the degree of favorableness or unfavorable-
ness of the evaluation. In other words, to what extent is an individual
likely to benefit from evaluations when they are perceived as being only
mildly favorable /unfavorable as compared to when they are perceived as
being extremely favorable /unfavorable . It is surprising that, to date,
no systematic research has been conducted to assess the effects of vary-
ing the degree to which an evaluation is perceived as favorable or unfav-
orable. Perhaps there is some optimal level of intensity an evaluation
should have to be effective. Whether or not this hypothetical level is
different for favorable or unfavorable evaluations is also a question for
future research
.
So far a number of variables have been proposed as mediating an
individual's response to being evaluated. Some variables have been
characteristics of the person such as his level of self-esteem, a need
for consistence and a need for enhancement. Other variables have been
characteristics of the evaluation such as whether the appraisal was
favorable or unfavorable, the degree to which the evaluation was accurate,
fair, frequent, expected, or favorable and unfavorable. In attempting to
formulate an integrated framework including all of these variables to
understand how a person responds to being evaluated important limitations
in previous work become evident.
One serious limitation in most empirical work to date is that a
bivariate approach has been used such that the effect of only one inde-
pendent variable (e.g., evaluation accuracy) is assessed on one dependent
variable (e.g., rating of mood). Such a procedure is limited for several
reasons. First, it does not allow for a comparison of the many variables
that may have contributed to the recipient's response that have not been
controlled. For example, although the experimenter may have controlled
for the accuracy of the evaluation the subject may also have been res-
ponding to how fair he perceived the evaluation to be. Therefore, studies
should be conducted which allow for the concurrent assessment of a variety
of characteristics of the subject and of the evaluation.
A second way in which the typical experimental procedure is
limited is that it assumes the dependent variable is the most appropriate
response modality for all subjects. However, some subjects may elect to
respond in a manner unrelated to the dependent variable. Therefore,
studies should be conducted in which the subject is allowed to express a
variety of emotional, cognitive and behavioral reactions.
A third limitation is that most experiments consist of one evalua-
tion in one experimental situation. This necessarily prevents the
assessment of the effects of some variables such as the effect of fre-
quently evaluating a given attribute, but more importantly, it prevents
an analysis of how an individual responds to any one of the experimental
variables. Since there is only one measure per subject most analyses are
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done by computing a group mean thereby blurring important individual dif-
ferences in patterns of response. Studies should be done in which sub-
jects are allowed to react to a series of favorable and unfavorable
evaluations so that each individual's pattern of responsivity can be
examined to a number of variables.
A fourth limitation of previous work is that it has usually been
conducted in the artificial environment of the laboratory. Although 6uch
a procedure does provide experimental control it does not reveal much
relevent information concerning the characteristics of the evaluation or
of the person nor does it reveal how people typically respond when
evaluated in everyday life. Consequently, it is important to conduct
studies in which subjects provide information on the effects of these
variables when in real-life situations.
S tat erne nt of Problem
By having subjects systematically record their emotional, behavior-
al and cognitive reactions to a series of positive and negative evalua-
tions as they occur in their day-to-day life it is possible to overcome
the limitations produced by using a bivariate approach in one laboratory
situation. The purposes of the present study are three-fold:
J A. To provide a description of evaluations from others and
responses to such evaluations that occur in real-life situations, and to
note how the evaluations and responses to them differ for males and
females and for favorable and unfavorable evaluations.
J B. To examine how responses to favorable and unfavorable evalua-
tions are influenced by the individual's level of self-esteem.
?8
To examine how responses to favorable and unfavorable evalua-
tions are influenced by the individual's level of depression.
CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subjects
Eleven male and eleven female undergraduates at the University of
Massachusetts participated in the study. In return they received one
academic credit.
Materials
Two forms, one for recording positive and one for recording nega-
tive evaluations, were devised in order for subjects to report their
reactions to being evaluated. As much as possible the two versions of
the form were constructed to be identical with the only exceptions being
words that would be inappropriate to describing both types of evaluations,
such as positive versus negative. The record forms are comprised of seven
sections. Sections I, III, IV and VI were taken from work currently in
progress by Dr. Seymour Epstein, University of Massachusetts (See Appendix
A for a copy of each of the forms.)
Section I is used to describe, in narrative form, the circumstances
leading up to the evaluation, the actual evaluation,, the subject's emo-
tional reaction to the evaluation and his feelings toward the evaluator.
Also included in Section. I ire a series of categories in which subjects
indicated the content of the evaluation, that is whether the evaluation
concerned "ability," "appearance," "motivation," "personality," "power/
lack of power," or "moral /immoral behavior." This is followed by a
series offbipolar graphic rating scales, In which subjects were asked to
describe several characteristics of the evaluation. These include how
accurate, favorable/unfavorable, expected, frequent and fair they per-
ceived the evaluation to be. These ratings were made on a five-point
scale. i
The subject's emotional reaction to each evaluation was obtained
in the second section of the record form which consists of ten-bipolar
dimensions, anchored on each end by three adjectives describing various
emotions or feeling states (Epstein, personal communication). As an
example, one dimension includes the adjectives secure, unafraid, unthrea-
tened versus frightened, worried, threatened. Subjects were asked to rate,
on a 13-point scale, how they felt immediately before and immediately
after receiving the evaluation on each dimension.
Several cognitive responses to evaluations were also measured. In
one section of the form subjects were asked to indicate whether or not the
evaluation caused them to change their concept of self and to give the
reasons why or why not.
Another cognitive reaction was assessed in Sections III and IV of
the form in which subjects were asked to examine the manner in which they
were treated by the source of the evaluation from two different perspec-
tives. In Section III, subjects were asked to indicate their subjective
feelings as to whether they felt the source of a negative evaluation
"rejected," "attacked, 11 "treated them with insensitivity , " "gave them
impersonal or objective information," or, "treated them with sensitivity."
The corresponding categories for recording the treatment of the source of
a positive evaluation are "accepted," "appreciated," "treated with sensi-
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tlvity," "given impersonal or objective information/ 1 and "treated with
insensltivlty." In Section IV, subjects were asked to attempt to assess
the evaluator's treatment of them objectively, discounting any special
sensitivities that may have been aroused as a function of being evaluated.
Thus, for negative evaluations, subjects were asked to indicate whether
the evaluator was "rejecting," "attacking," "inconsiderate," "objective,"
or "sensitive" in his treatment of the subject. The corresponding cate-
gories for recording the reaction to a positive evaluation are "accepting,"
"appreciation," "sensitive," "objective," and "insensitive."
In Section V, subjects were asked to indicate vhat type of rela-
tionship existed between them and the evaluator. For example, items such
as "mother," "sibling," "boyfriend," "teacher" and "casual acquaintance"
are included. Subjects were also asked to indicate the sex and perceived
status (authority, peer, subordinate) of the evaluate*.
In Section VI, which is comprised of a series of twenty-bipolar
items, subjects were asked to indicate on a seven-point graphic rating
scale the extent to which the source of the evaluation was perceived as
competent and likeable. Subjects were also asked to indicate their per-
ceptions of the evaluator both before and after evaluating them. Examples
of dimensions include: selfish versus unselfish; kind versus cruel; and,
dull versus intelligent. The ratings were combined to form an average
rating of general likeability and competence.
In the final section are listed eighty phrases (Epstein, personal
communication) describing impulses, needs, wishes and behaviors. These
eighty items can be grouped into twenty four-item categories describing
various behavioral responses to being evaluated. The categories include
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"nurturance," "intimacy- "affiliation," "dependency," "submission," "dom-
inance," "aggression," "social withdrawal," "autonomy," "self
-gratifica-
tion," "self-expression," "stimulus-seeking," "achievement," "problem-
solving," "self-evaluation," "physical escape," "mental escape," "tension
discharge," "stimulus reduction" and "self
-punishment .
"
Examples of individual items for the "affiliation" category, for
instance, include "to converse with friends," "to be with people," "to
seek the company of people" and, "to share your feelings and thoughts
with people." Subjects responded to each item by entering a double check
for items that described most accurately or strongly their impulses, a
single check for those items that were reasonably reflective of their
impulses and a question mark for questionable items. Those items which
did not apply were left blank. Subjects were also asked to indicate the
extent to which they carried out the response tendencies they felt. En-
tering a rating equivalent to the "felt" rating indicated the impulse was
carried out to the same extent as it was felt. Entering a rating that
was not equivalent to the "felt" rating indicated the degree to which the
impulse was stronger in intensity than the corresponding actions. If the
impulse was not carried out at all a zero was entered. Thus, these
ratings comprise two four -point rating scales indicating the degree to
which each impulse was felt and to what extent that impulse was carried
out
.
Procedure
Subjects were instructed that the purpose of the study was to
understand how individuals react to being positively and negatively
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evaluated in the course of their everyday lives. Subjects were told that
they were to describe their reactions to a total of sixteen evaluations,
eight positive and eight negative, that were of significance to them.
A significant evaluation was defined as any social interaction which made
the subject feel particularly good or particularly bad about him/herself.
Subjects were also asked to try to record two positive and two negative
evaluations per week with the understanding that if that number of evalua
tlons was not achieved, the time period would be extended. This was done
in an attempt to insure that relatively insignificant evaluations would
not be included merely to meet the schedule.
A detailed description of the procedure for filling out the forms
was then provided. In order to ascertain that subjects transcribed their
reactions correctly, each subject met with the experimenter once a week.
At this time completed forms were reviewed and questions answered.
Subjects were assured that the information they provided would be
kept anonymous and confidential. The importance of being as honest and
as accurate as possible was stressed.
Self-report Measures
In order to measure level of self-esteem the O'Brien-Epstein
Self-esteem Inventory was administered. This inventory is composed of
99 items which comprise eight subscales. Of most importance to the
present study is the general self-esteem subscale. Other subscales
include : power-over-self, power-over-others , likeability , competence
,
morality, boay image and a social desirability scale. The questionnaire
is presented in Appendix B.
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In order to measure level of depression the Zung Self-rating f
Depressions Scale was administered. This scale is comprised of 20 items
which describe some of the most commonly found characteristics of depres-
sion. The scale is presented in Appendix C.
Data Analysis
A set of analyses of variance were done for each level of self-
esteem (high versus low as determined on the basis of a median split in
which the two middle scores were eliminated; the two scores were elimin-
ated to achieve an equal number of subjects in each group), valence of
evaluation (positive versus negative) and sex of the subject on each
emotional, cognitive and behavioral response category. This set of
analyses served two purposes:
A. In order to obtain a description of evaluations received in
everyday life and to compare the effects of valence of evaluation and sex
of the subject on reactions to being evaluated including the content of
the evaluation, the emotional reaction, the perceived treatment of the
evaluator, the favorability ratings of the source and the response ten-
dencies, the results of the analyses of variance, collapsing over level of
self-esteem, were examined
.
B. In order to examine the influence of self-esteem the results
of the analyses of variance including the level of self-esteem as a source
of variance were examined making it possible to evaluate the influence of
level of self-esteem on each emotional, cognitive, and behavioral response
category. This also enabled a comparison of consistency and enhancement
models of explaining how people respond to being evaluated.
35
C A separate set of analyses of variance was done for level of
depression (high versus low as determined on the basis of a median split
in which the two middle scores were eliminated. Two scores were elimina-
ted to achieve an equal number of subjects in each group,) and valence
of evaluation (positive versus negative) on each emotional, cognitive
and behavioral response category. This enabled the examination of the
differential reactivity of high and low depressives to favorable and
unfavorable information.
CHAPTER III
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Description of Reactions to Favorable and Unfavorable
Evaluations as a Function of Sex of Subject
Content of the evaluations
.
Not surprising, considering all subjects were college students,
was the finding that the most evaluated attribute was ability (M=0.56).
The mean ratings for each of the other attributes were as follows:
personality (M=0.45), motivation (M=0.31), appearance (M=0.15), morality
(M=0.10 and power (M=0.07). (The rating scale varied from 0, indicating
the content category was not applicable to 2, indicating the content
category was extremely applicable.)
A separate set of analyses of variance was done for each content
category to determine if the content of the evaluation varied as a func-
tion of the sex of the subject and of the valence of the evaluation, i.e.,
whether the evaluation was positive or negative.
As far as sex differences are concerned, only one content cate-
gory, motivation, revealed a significant main effect for sex of the sub-
ject, F(l/16)=5 . 72
, p< .05. Males reported receiving more evaluations
concerning their level of motivation (M=0.41) than females (M=0.21)
.
As to valence of evaluation, subjects reported receiving signifi-
cantly more favorable than unfavorable evaluations of their ability, F
(1/16)=11.72, p<.01; their appearance, F(l/16)=5. 92, p<.05; and their
personality, F(l/16)=4 . 90
,
p<.05. There were no significant differences
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as a function of valence of evaluation for motivation, morality and
power. The means for all categories as a function of valence of evalua-
tion are shown in Figure 1.
There were no significant interactions between the sex of the
subject and valence of evaluation for any content category.
Emotional reactions to favorable and unfavorable evaluations as a func -
tion of sex of the subject
.
Analyses of variance of before ratings included sex of the subject
and valence of evaluation on each emotional response category. As to
sex of the subject, males gave significantly higher ratings of positive
feelings than females for feeling warm-hearted, F(l/16)=4.85, p < .05,
with mean scores of 3.00 and 1.48, respectively; happy, F(l/16)=5 .35
,
p < .05, with mean scores of 2.76 and 1.30, respectively; clear-minded,
F(l/16)"5
.18, p < .05, with mean scores of 2.72 and 1.09, respectively;
worthy, F ( 1/16)=5 . 60
, p< .05, with mean scores of 2.89 and 1.26, respec-
tively; and powerful, F(l /16)=5 . 14
, p < .05, with mean scores of 2.55 and
0.88, respectively. On the remaining emotional response categories
(secure, self-accepting, and energetic) there were trends indicating that
males tended to feel more positively than females before being positively
evaluated
.
Why males should report a more positive emotional state than fe-
males is a difficult question to answer. The difference in their ratings
could be attributable to unrepresentative sampling or to difference in
response style
.
As to valence of evaluation, subjects reported a positive emotion-
to
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al state prior to both positive and negative evaluations. However, sub-
jects reported having more intense positive feelings prior to receiving
negative evaluations than prior to receiving positive evaluations on
nine out of ten response categories. For the remaining response cate-
gory there was a trend (p < .10) in this direction. The appropriate
means and F-ratios are shown in Table 1.
The pattern of emotional responsivity could fee interpreted in at
least two ways. One is that there is a contrast effect such that sub-
jects overestimate the favorableness of their emotional state before
being negatively evaluated and assume that since they feel so bad after
being evaluated they must have felt that much more positively prior to
being evaluated. As for positive evaluations, subjects may underestimat
how positively they felt prior to being evaluated and assume that since
they feel so good after being evaluated they must not have felt that
positively prior to being evaluated.
Another explanation for the more positive emotional state prior
to being negatively evaluated than to being positively evaluated is that
prior to the negative evaluations that subjects selected for the study
as being sufficiently extreme, subjects actually tended to experience
positive moods. Since subjects were instructed to select the most signi
ficant negative evaluations, it may be that one attribute that made a
negative evaluation significant was that it occasioned a change from a
highly positive mood state. The question remains as to why subjects did
not report that they felt a negative emotional state prior to receiving
a positive evaluation. It could be that in order to do so it would mean
that subjects would have to maintain a consistent negative emotional
Table 1
Mean Emotion Ratings Before Being Evaluated as a Function
of Valence of Evaluation
Ca teeorv r
Mean
Favorable
Evaluations
Mean
Unfavorable
Evaluations
secure vs. frightened 15.52** 1.10b 2.43
warm-hearted vs. anger-
out
7.16* 1.80 2.68
self -accepting vs. anger-
in
8.90** 1.66 2.68
happy vs
.
unhappy 11.93** 1 .40 2.66
energetic vs. tired 3.13 t 1.34 1.84
free vs. frustrated 6.72* 1.02 2.08
calm vs . tense 12.47** 0.68 2.18
clear-minded vs. confused 8.25* 1.38 2.44
worthy vs. unworthy 10.81** 1.51 2.65
powerful vs. powerless 6.52* 1.21 2.21
Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/16 in all cases.
positive score indicates a positive emotion and a negative score
indicates a negative emotion.
t=p c .10
*=p < .05
**=p < .01
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state in order to experience the increase in positive affect provided by
positive evaluations. Clearly, this would not be in the best interests
of the emotional health of the individual since it would mean that posi-
tive feelings would have to be sacrificed on a day-to-day basis. Rather,
the results for positive evaluations suggest that individuals maintain
a weak, but favorable emotional state, which can be enhanced by positive
evaluations
.
In order to further evaluate the mood subjects were experiencing
prior to being evaluated, over two hundred narratives describing the
circumstances which preceded the evaluations were examined. Unfortun-
ately, subjects did not provide sufficient information to evaluate the
extent to which they were actually experiencing the emotions they re-
ported. For example, one subject provides the following description of
the circumstances which preceded a negative evaluation: "I called my
parents to wish them a happy holiday weekend." Although one might infer
from this statement that the subject was herself experiencing the holi-
day spirit it would be an unjustified inference without further informa-
tion. Or, for another example, a subject describes the following cir-
cumstances preceding a negative evaluation: M . . . We'd gone out two
nights before and everything had seemed fine. We were supposed to be
going out this one night and I was home and he called and broke the news
to me slowly that we weren't going out and then that he wanted to stop
seeing me for awhile. 11 In the above example, a positive emotional state
is suggested in that the subject reports "everything had seemed fine."
What is not clear is whether "fine" refers to an actual emotional state,
or a cognitive interpretation of how good she must have felt before the
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phone call compared to how she felt following the rejection.
Returning to the results of the analyses of variance, it should
be noted that there was a Sex of Subject x Valence of Evaluation inter-
action on two emotional response categories. First, on the free vs.
frustrated dimension, males showed similar feelings of freedom to both
positive and negative evaluations with mean scores of 2.21 and 2.40,
respectively, whereas females reported feeling more free prior to being
negatively evaluated than to being positively evaluated with mean
scores of 1.78 and -0.18, respectively, F(l/16)=4. 51
, p< .05. Second,
a similar finding was found on the clear -minded vs. confused dimension
with males showing equivalent responses prior to being positively and
negatively evaluated with mean ratings of 2.65 and 2.78, respectively,
whereas females felt more clear -minded prior to being negatively evalua-
ted than positively evaluated with mean ratings of 2.08 and 0.10, res-
pectively, F(l/16)= 6.25, p<.05.
Ratings after being evaluated
.
Analyses of variance on 'each
emotional response category revealed no effects due to sex of the sub-
ject. There were, however, several effects due to valence of evaluation.
(Note: The data were converted so that a positive score indicates a
rating in the expected direction, positive emotions following positive
evaluations and negative emotions following negative evaluations. A
negative score indicates a rating in the unexpected direction, negative
emotions following positive evaluations and positive er^orions following
negative evaluations
.
)
Subjects, not surprisingly, reported feeling positive emotions
following positive evaluations and negative emotions following negative
evaluations, as examination of the means in Table 2 indicates. Moreover,
the reported feelings were more intense following positive than negative
evaluations. Thus, on the basis of these absolute scores, subjects
reported that they felt better following positive evaluations than they
felt worse following negative evaluations.
However, since subjects reported feeling more positive than
negative prior to being evaluated, the findings that indicate that they
felt more positive following positive evaluations than negative follow-
ing negative evaluations may reflect this initial positive level of
affect. To examine this possibility the mean "before" score was sub-
tracted from the mean "after" scores for each subject, so that a posi-
tive score indicates a change in the expected direction (an increase in
positive affect following positive evaluations and a decrease in posi-
tive affect following negative evaluations) and a negative score indica-
tes a change in the unexpected direction (a decrease in positive affect
following a positive evaluation and an increase in positive affect
following negative evaluations.) A set of analyses of variance was done
on the resultant change scores. Upon examination of the means in Table
3 it can be seen that there is a significantly greater amount of change
in response to negative than to positive evaluations in seven categories
of emotional response out of ten.
It is noteworthy that negative evaluations were reported as
inducing more change in a negative direction than positive evaluations
were reported as inducing in a positive direction. Apparently, negative
evaluation? have greater emotional impact than positive evaluations which
may be the result of the initial level of feeling. That is, subjects
Table 2
Mean Emotion Ratings After Being Evaluated as a Function
of Valence of Evaluation
Category
Mean Positive
Emotion to Fav-
orable Evalua-
tions
Mean Negative
Emotion to Un
favorable
Evaluat ions
secure vs. frightened 16.62** 3.88b 1.59c
warm-hearted vs. anger-out 6.27* 4.04 2.70
self -accepting vs. anger-in 51.96*** 4.36 1.00
happy vs
.
unhappy 23.36*** 4.28 1.84
energetic vs. tired 54.28*** 3.14 -0.66d
free vs. frustrated 5.62* 3.18 1.86
calm vs . tense 8.60* 3.08 1.33
clear-minded vs. confused 19.68*** 3.38 1.10
worthy vs. unworthy 49.38*** 4.32 0.91
powerful vs. powerless 12.74** 3.25 1.00
Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/16 in all cases.
^The scores in this column reflect the degree to which a positive emo-
tion was experienced.
cThe scores in this column reflect the degree to which a negative emotion
was experienced.
^The negative score indicates subjects reported feelings on the positive
pole of the dimension, i.e., energetic, following a negative evaluation.
*=p < .05
**=p < .01
***=p
< .001
44
Table 3
Mean Emotional Reactivity Ratings as a Function
of Valence of Evaluation
Category
Mean Change
in Favorable
Di rec tion
Mean Change
in Unfavorable
Direction
secure vs. frightened 5.78* 2.78 4.02
warm-hearted vs. anger-out 43.34*** 2.23 5.38
self-accepting vs. anger-in 3.04
nS
2.70 3.68
happy vs. unhappy 12.43** 2.88 4.50
energetic vs. tired 1.45™ 1.79 1.16
free vs. frustrated 17.44*** 2.16 3.96
calm vs
.
tense 5.77* 2.40 3.51
clear-minded vs. confused 12.22** 2.01 3.54
worthy vs. unworthy 2.69ns 2.80 3.56
powerful vs. powerless 7.39* 2.04 3.22
Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/16 in all cases
ns= not significant
*
=p < .05
**=p
< .01
**=p
< .001
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reported a generally positive mood state prior to both positive and
negative evaluations, but the reported mood was especially positive
prior to negative evaluations, therefore, as the results of the present
study suggest, to go from a positive mood to a negative one as a conse-
quence of receiving negative evaluations is a greater change, as it
involves both a qualitative and quantitative difference, than to in-
crease an already positive mood as it involves only a quantitative
change
.
Especially interesting was the lack of difference between positive
and negative evaluations on the two categories most, indicative of the
subjects' feelings of self-worth, i.e., self -accepting vs. anger-in and
worthy vs. unworthy. It should be noted r.hat the ratings for positive
and negative evaluations were in the same direction as those for the
other emotional variables. Where the difference lies is in the relative-
ly greater change in feelings of worthiness and se If -acceptance follow-
ing positive evaluations and the smaller changes in feelings of anger-in
and unworthiness following negative evaluations as compared to the
degree of change for the other emotional variables. The especially in-
tense feelings of self -acceptance and worthiness suggest a tendency
toward enhancement of self-esteem following positive evaluations.
^"This pattern of findings indicates the importance of obtaining
ratings of initial level of affect and the ratings of affect following
being evaluated. This procedure resulted in the conclusion that nega-
tive evaluations produce greater emotional impact than positive ^valua-
tions. Had only the "after 11 ratings been obtained an antithetical con-
clusion would have been drawn, namely, positive evaluations produce more
intense emotional reactions than negative evaluations.
It should be recalled that for most variables, greater change
oeourred following negative than following positive evaluations. This
greater reactivity can be explained by the more intense positive Initial
level of affect preceding negative than preceding positive evaluations.
The dimensions relating to self-esteem, worthy vs. unworthy and self-
accepting vs. anger-in, tended to resist this effect of initial level,
more so than most of the other variables. This suggests a tendency for
individuals to resist decreases in self-esteem. Thus, self-esteem
appears to operate in such a way that upward movement is tolerated more
than movement in a downward direction.
A further finding of interest from the set of analyses using
change scores revealed that there was only one sex difference in amount
of reactivity to being evaluated. Females reported a greater level of
emotional reactivity (M=4.56) than males (M=3.04), F(l/16)=4
. 70, p< .05,
on the dimension of warm-hearted vs. anger-out. Thus, although the
absolute level of emotional response differs between the sexes, with
one exception there is no difference in overall amount of change as a
function of sex.
In summary, the general pattern of emotional response was that
prior to receiving favorable and unfavorable evaluations subjects
reported positive feelings. Positive feelings were more intense prior
to negative than to positive evaluations. On the basis of the "after"
scores, the positive feelings following favorable evaluations were
greater than the negative feelings following unfavorable evaluations.
Finally, as revealed by the "after-before" scores, there was a greater
tendency for negative evaluations to produce greater emotional change
em-
than positive evaluations. This was interpreted as being a result of
the initial level of affect such that, in general, the individual main-
tains a weak, but favorable level of affect. A change from a positive
mood to a negative one is a qualitative change while a change to a more
positive mood involves only a quantitative change. Notable was the
finding that self-esteem tended to increase more in response to favor-
able evaluations than self-esteem tended to decrease in response to neg-
ative evaluations. This was interpreted as indicating that este
enhancement is more tolerable than esteem-deflation in response to
evaluations from others.
Cognitive reactions to favorable and unfavorable ev„1„ a Hnnc as a
function of sex of the subject
.
Re-evaluation of self. (A mean rating of 2.00 would indicate
subjects never re-evaluated themselves and a mean rating of 1.00 would
indicate subjects always re-evaluated themselves.) The reported mean of
1.52 indicated that subjects reported a change in their self-concept
slightly less than 50 percent of the time. Analysis of variance reveal-
ed that re
-evaluation of self did not vary as a function of the sex of
the subject, F(l/16)=2.32, p> .05, nor as a function of the valence of
the evaluation, F(l/16)=l
.34, p> .05. There was no sex of subject x
valence of evaluation interaction.
Accuracy
.
The overall mean accuracy rating was equal to 3.30
(ratings were made on a 1 to 5 scale, ranging from "completely false" to
"completely true.") Analysis of variance revealed that the perceived
accuracy of evaluation did not vary as a function of sex of subject,
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F(l/16)-1.36, ? > .Ob. Valence of evaluation did produce a significant
effect in which positive evaluations were perceived as more accurate
(M=4.05) than negative evaluations (M=2.58), F(l/16)=86.91
, p< .001.
Assuming that there was no objective reason for the positive evaluations
reported in the present study to be more accurate than the negative
evaluations this finding indicates that evaluations are judged in a way
^
to facilitate sel f -enhancement
.
Favorability/unfavorability
. Favorable evaluations, on the whole,
were considered more favorable as indicated by a mean score of 4.41,
than unfavorable evaluations were considered unfavorable as indicated by
a mean of 3.99, F(l/16)=15.78, p< .001. (A 1 indicates "slightly favor-
able/unfavorable" and a 5 indicates "extremely favorable /unfavorable .
")
As with the accuracy ratings, this finding could represent that subjects
judge evaluations in a self-enhancing manner. There were no effects due
to sex of the subject.
Expectancy
. On the whole, subjects were moderately expecting to
be evaluated as indicated by a mean rating of 2.61. (A 1 indicates
"completely unexpected" and a 5 indicates "completely expected.")
Analysis of variance revealed no effects due to sex of the subject or to
valence of evaluation.
Specific expectancy . Besides indicating the extent to which the
evaluation was expected subjects were also asked to indicate the extent
to which the specific concenc of the evaluation was expected, i.e., the
extent to which the subject expected to be evaluated on that particular
attribute. An overall mean rating of 2.58 indicated that the specific
content of the evaluation was slightly less expected than being evaluated
itself. (A rating of 1 indicates "complete ly unexpected" and a rating
of 5 indicates "completely expected.") Analysis of variance revealed
that there was no effect due to the sex of the subject (F> 1). As to
valence of evaluation, the specific content of positive evaluations
(M=2.92) was more expected than that of negative evaluations (M=2.24),
F(l/16)=19.40, p< .001. This finding suggests that positive evaluations
may be easier to think about and anticipate than negative evaluations.
There was no sex of subject x valence of evaluation interaction.
Subjects reported that the evaluations tended to be slightly deserved as
an overall mean rating of 2.74 indicates. (A 1 indicates undeserved and
a 5 indicates very deserved). Analysis of variance including sex of
subject and valence of evaluation as sources of variance indicated no
effect due to sex of the subject. There was a trend for positive evalu-
ations (M=2.92) to be perceived as more deserved than negative evalua-
tions (M=2.56), F(l/16)=3.69, p< .10. Again, it appears that subjects
are more likely to construe favorable evaluations in a way as to make
them more acceptable and self -enhancing and to perceive negative evalua-
tions as unjustified. There was no sex of subject x valence of evalua-
tion interaction.
The frequency with which the evaluated attribute is evaluated
.
Subjects reported that they are evaluated on the same attributes as
those sampled in the present study with moderate frequency as indicated
by a mean of 2.58. (A rating of 1 indicates very infrequent and a
rating of 5 indicates very frequent.) Analysis of variance indicated no
effect due to sex of subject. As for valence of evaluation subjects
51
reported that the positive evaluations (M=3.06) they received concerned
more frequently evaluated attributes than did negative evaluations (M=
2.08), F(l/ 6)=33.63, p< .001. Why should positive evaluations be per-
ceived as being more consistent sources of appraisal than negative eval-
uations? Such a differential perception of positive and negative eval-
uations may permit the recipient to give more credence to the favorable
information than to unfavorable information, i.e., one would be more /
likely to accept familiar information than information that is very
dissimilar to that previously received.
An alternative explanation is that, if negative information is
more likely to be distorted, denied, or forgotten and positive informa-
tion is to be more easily retained, then there would be a bias to report
negative information as being inconsistent' with previous evaluations and
for positive information to be perceived as consistent.
There was no significant sex of subject x valence of evaluation
interaction.
Thus, in terms of the six characteristics of evaluations examined
in the present study, favorable evaluations tend to- be seen as more
accurate, more expected, somewhat more deserved and more consistent with
previously received appraisals than are negative evaluations. This was
interpreted as being indicative of a process of self-enhancement such
that positive evaluations are judged as being more acceptable than nega-
tive evaluations.
Perceived treatment by the source of the evaluation , It should be
recalled that subjects were asked to construe the manner in which the
evaluator treated them in two ways. One way was to judge the evaluator f s
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behavior on the basis of their subjective feelings, and the other was to
view the evaluator's treatment from an objective viewpoint, as an imper-
sonal observer would judge it. The categories for recording the reac-
tions differed for favorable and unfavorable evaluations. Therefore,
the results are presented separately, first for favorable and then for
unfavorable evaluations.
The results for these variables were examined in two ways. First,
analyses of variance were done on absolute ratings of each category, with
divisions according to subjective and objective ratings and sex of the
subject. Second, comparisons were made on the percentage of objective
to subjective ratings for each category.
As to the results of the analyses of variance of absolute scores
for favorable evaluations, there was no significant effect due to sex of
the subject on any of the five categories of response. The mean ratings
according to whether the rating was made on a subjective or on an objec-
tive basis are presented in Figure 2.
Both the Acceptance and Objectivity ratings were influenced by
the perspective from which the subject rated the evaluation. For Accept-
ance, subjects indicated that the evaluator was more accepting when con-
struing the treatment subjectively (M=1.06) than objectively (M=0.80), F
(1/16)=10. 19, p< .01. For Objectivity, the effect was in the opposite
direction, such that subjects felt the evaluator was less Objective
(M=0.20) when construing the treatment subjectively than when construing
the treatment objectively (M=0.41), F(l/16)=10 . 19
, p< .01. No significant
differences were found for ratings of Appreciation, Sensitivity and In-
sensitivity
.
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There was no interaction between sex of the subject and whether
the evaluation was construed subjectively or objectively for any of the
response categories
.
It is noteworthy that subjects acknowledged that they are less
objective than is warranted in judging the evaluators 1 treatment of them.
That is, subjects were willing to report that they took impersonal infor-
mation and construed it as having personal meaning. The question arises
as to what meanings subjects were most likely to "read-in" to the posi-
tive evaluations they received. In order to answer this question the
degree of non-objectivity was computed for each category by dividing the
objective score by the subjective score and subtracting the result from
100. The results of these computations indicated that subjects reported
that 2570 of the subjective feelings of Acceptance subjects felt were not
warranted by the evaluator's actual behavior as they perceived it. (The
same percentage was found for Insensitivity but the frequency with which
this category was rated was so minimal that any inferences based upon it
would be questionable.) Subjects reported that 22% of their feeling that
they were being treated with Sensitivity was not warranted by their
observations of the evaluator's actual behavior. Only 15% of the subjects 1
feelings of being Appreciated were experienced when they judged that the
evaluator was not actually being appreciative. These percentages indi-
cate that for the most part subjects reported considerable correspondence
between how they felt they were being treated and hoT> the evaluator ac-
tually was treating them. On some occasions, however, subjects did tend
to overestimate how accepting, sensitive arid appreciative of them the
evaluator actually was, which is suggestive of a self -enhancement process
55
operating.
As to the results of the analyses of variance for unfavorable
evaluations there was no significant effect on any of the response
categories due to the sex of the subject.
There was a significant difference between subjective and objec-
tive ratings on the variables of Rejection, Attack, Objectivity and
Sensitivity. There was no difference between subjective and objective
ratings on the rating of Insensitivity
. Mean ratings for all categories
are shown in Figure 2. Subjects reported feeling more rejected subjec-
tively (M=0.69) than objectively (M=0.40), F(l/16)=12
.65
,
p<.01, and
more attacked subjectively (M=0.78) than objectively (M=0.42), F(l/16)=
32.07, p< .001. Subjects also reported feeling that they were treated
more objectively when they viewed the situation from an objective (M=0.48)
than from a subjective (M=0.22) standpoint, F(l/16)=ll
. 68
, p { .01, and
that they were treated with more Sensitivity objectively (M=0.18) than
subjectively (M=0.12), F(l/16)=6 . 20, p < .05.
There were no significant interactions on any of the five cate-
gories between sex of the subject and whether the evaluator's treatment
of the subject was perceived from a subjective or an objective viewpoint.
As was found for positive evaluations, subjects were willing to
report that the evaluator was treating them with more impersonal objec-
tivity when they construed the situation from an objective point of
view than when they construed it fiom a subjective point of view, again
suggesting that subjects attributed personal imeaning to the evaluator's
behavior when it was unwarranted according to the evaluator's actual
behavior
.
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As was done for positive evaluations, a percentage was computed
for each category to determine the extent to which subjects' subjective
(spontaneous) feelings were warranted according to their own perceptions
of the evaluator's actual treatment of them (objective). The results of
these computations indicated that subjects were most likely to "read-In"
Attack, as subjects reported that 46% of their spontaneous feelings of
being attacked occurred when the evaluator was not attacking. Subjects
reported that 42% of their feelings of Rejection occurred when they felt
there was no objective basis for this feeling as revealed by the evalua-
tor's behavior. For Insensi t ivity , the percent objectivity score was
100%, that is, the ratings from a subjective and from an objective view-
point corresponded exactly. For Sensitivity, subjects acknowledged that
they subjectively underestimated the sensitivity of the evaluator when
they received negative evaluations.
These percentages indicate that when subjects are negatively eval-
uated they feel that the evaluator was insensitive and that they are
completely justified in that perception. However, subjects frequently
felt that they were being badly treated when by their own objective
assessment this was actually not the case. This was especially true for
feelings of attack and rejection.
What functions could it serve for the individual to feel attacked
and rejected to a greater extent than is objectively warranted. That is,
why should ir.d j_viduais be so sensitized so as to perceive negative
treatment when, by their own admission, it isn't really there? One
function of being sensitive to negative cues is that, to the extent that
one is able to perceive these reactions early, the person is in a better
position to prevent an unpleasant surprise and actual attack or rejection
from occurring. Another function of having one's "radar out" to per-
ceive rejection and attack is to keep the individual on the alert so
that should the perception be accurate, the individual would be fore-
warned and consequently able to cope with it more easily and effectively
(Lecky, 1945).
Favorability ratings of the source
. Subjects were asked to rate
their perceptions of the source of each evaluation after they were
evaluated, and to recollect how they perceived the evaluator before they
were evaluated. The before and after ratings were examined separately by
an analysis of variance which included sex of the subject and valence of
evaluation as sources of variance. For the before ratings there were no
significant effects due to sex of the subject, valence of evaluation,
and to the interaction. For the after ratings of the source of the
evaluation there was no effect due to sex of the subject. There was an
effect due to valence of evaluation, with the source of positive evalua-
tions receiving more favorable ratings (M=5.53) than the source of nega-
tive evaluations (M=3.50), F(l/16)=107
. 16
, p< .001. (Ratings were made
on a 7-point scale such that a rating above 4 indicates the extent to
which the evaluator received a positive rating of his/her likeability
and competence and a rating below 4 indicates the extent to which the
evaluators received a negative rating on his/her likeability and compe-
tence
.
)
This finding is consonant with other work in which the source of
positive information was liked more than the source of negative informa-
tion (Gergen, 1971; Jones, 1973; Jones, Gergen and Davis, 1962). Gergen
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(1971) interprets this effect as indicative of a learned need to approach
situations which enhance self-esteem and to avoid situations which de-
tract from self-esteem. An alternative explanation is that subjects
evaluate the source of positive and negative information in a way that
serves to enhance selj^esteem^such that the source of positive informa-
tion is construed as being especially competent and likeable whereas
the source of negative information is construed as being incompetent and
unlikeable. Construing the source in this way enables the individual to
give more credence to positive than tu^pegative information thereby
making positive information more likely to be assimilated and providing
a rationale for dismissing the negative information.
Behavioral reactions to being positively and negatively evaluated as a
function of sex of the subject
.
Behavioral reactions to being evaluated were assessed in two ways.
One way was to have subjects indicate the extent to which they felt an
impulse to respond in a certain way. The other way wa3 to have subjects
indicate the extent to which they actually carried out the impulses they
felt. (Ratings were made on a 4-point scale.)
Separate analyses of variance for impulses felt and carried out
were done to determine whether the behavioral responses varied as a func-
tion of the sex of the subject and of the valence of the evaluation.
Behavioral tenden cie s felt . With the data collapsed over valence,
sex differences were found for only two categories of behavioral response,
timulus-reduction and .submission. Fox stimulus-reduction the respective
mean scores for males and females were 0.58 and 0.14, F(l/16)-5.68, p < .05
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For submission, the mean for males was 0.37 and for females was 0.10,
F(l/16)= 11.76, p< .01.
As far as differences due to valence of evaluation are concerned,
a significant effect was found for each behavioral category except self-
expression and dominance. The means and F-ratios for each category of
behavior are presented in Table 4.
Upon examination of the means it is noteworthy that subjects felt
stronger impulses following positive than negative evaluations for the
following categories: nurturance, intimacy, affiliation, self -gratifica-
tion, stimulus-seeking, and achievement. Taken together these categories
suggest a strong positive response to favorable evaluations including
being nice to one's self, other people and an opening up to environmental
stimulation.
Subjects reported feeling stronger impulses following negative
evaluations than positive evaluations for the following categories of
behavioral response: dependency, submission, aggression, social with-
drawal, physical escape, mental escape, self -punishment , tension dischar-
ge, stimulus reduction, autonomy, problem solving and self -evaluation.
Not only do subjects report a wider variety of behavioral impulses follow-
ing negative than positive evaluations, but their reactions seem to be
the opposite of the reactions to positive evaluations. That is, subjects
reported feelings of negative impulses toward one's self, others, and a
desire to shut off environmental stimulation. It is significant that
several "cons truct ive" responses to negative evaluations were felt, such
as problem solving and self -evaluation.
It is noteworthy that subjects tended to feel impulses toward
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Table 4
Means for Behavioral Tendencies Felt and Carried Out ai
Function of Valence of Evaluation
Felt Carried Out
Category
Mean Mean
Favorable Unfavorable
Evaluation Evaluation F3
Mean Mean
Favorable Unfavorable
Evaluation Evaluation F
nurturance 0.72 0.20 32.86*** 0.54 0.24 32.04***
intimacy 0.68 0.40 14.50** 0.46 0.23 13.29**
affiliation 0.78 0.50 12.80** 0.64 0.40 9.92**
dependency 0.21 0.42 7.64* 0.18 0.25 1.92ns
submission 0.14 0.32 11.76** 0.10 0.20 7.80*
dominance 0.29 0.34 < 1 0.18 0.16 <1
aggression 0.04 0.71 29.95*** 0.01 0.20 9.48**
social withdrawal 0.06 0.48 36.76*** 0.04 0.22 21.73***
self -gratification 0.79 0.20 66.32*** 0.53 0.12 • 3 7.60***
autonomy 0.42 0.68 10.98** 0.32 0.46 6.68*
self-expression 0.84 0.86 <1 0.62 0.48 4.90*
stimulus seeking 0.45 0.14 15.94** 0.28 0.06 11.82**
achievement 0.50 0.30 11.18** 0.33 0.18 26.20***
problem solving 0.18 0.84 41.24*** 0.14 0.50 20.39***
self-evaluation 0.28 0.71 19.16*** 0.22 0.54 19.16***
physical escape 0.04 0.64 43.56*** 0.00 0.32 27.36***
mental escape 0.23 0.52 7.76* 0.14 0.27 6.66*
tension discharge 0.15 0.57 40.74*** 0.11 0.20 3.52 fc
stimulus reduction 0.16 0.56 12.38** 0.12 0.40 15.14**
Table 4 (continued)
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Felt Carried Out
Category
Mean Mean
Favorable Unfavorable
Evaluation Evaluation Fa
Mean Mean
Favorable Unfavorable
Evaluation Evaluation F
self
-punishment 0.04 0.22 11.78** 0.02
Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/16 in all cases.
ns
=not significant
t=
p < .10
*=p < .05
**-p < .01
***=p < .001
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achievement more so following favorable evaluations as compared to feel-
ing impulses toward problem solving and self
-evaluation following nega-
tive evaluations. Examination of the items that comprise the categories
may provide some explanation as to why this should be the case. Examples
of items in the achievement category include "to get alot done, 11 "to
immerse yourself in work" and "to devote yourself to long-terra goals."
Examples of items in the problem solving category include "to carefully
evaluate a situation and take constructive action," and "to take vigor-
ous action to deal with a situation." Examples from the self-evaluation
category include "to try to understand yourself" and to "criticize and
evaluate your reactions .
"
One dimension on which the items in the achievement category differ
from those in the problem solving and self -evaluation categories is that
the former suggests continuing already established goals and the latter
two suggest an examination and re-evaluation of goals. Perhaps then,
positive evaluations are more useful in encouraging a person to continue
an endeavor whereas negative evaluations are more useful in encouraging
a person to re-examine his/her current goals or to take action to change
an existing situation.
There was only one category of response for which a sex of subject
by valence of evaluation interaction was found, namely, self -gratifica-
tion, F(l/16)=4.67, p< .05. Males expressed approximately twice as much
self -gratification impulses (M=1.07) as females (M=0.50) to positive
evaluations and approximately four times as much self -gratification im-
pulses (M=0.33) as females (M=0.08) to negative evaluations.
Behavioral responses carried out . As to behavioral responses
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subjects reported actually carrying out, a difference due to sex of the
subject was found for the same two categories as for behavioral responses
felt; submission and stimulus reduction. Again, males obtained higher
scores than females. For submission, males obtained a mean score of 0.22
and females a mean score of 0.08, F(l/16)=5.48, p< .05. For stimulus
reduction the mean scores were 0.40 and 0.12 for males and females,
respectively, F(l/16)=5.62
, p < .05.
Regarding the effects due to valence of evaluation, the findings
mirror, to a large extent, the findings for behavioral tendencies felt,
as can be seen by examining the means and F-ratios in Table 4. After
being positively evaluated, subjects reported carrying out more impulses
than after being negatively evaluated for the following categories:
nurturance
,
intimacy
, affiliation , self -gratification, self-expression,
stimulus-seeking, and achievement. Upon being negatively evaluated
subjects reported carrying out more impulses than upon being positively
evaluated for the following categories : submission, aggression, social
withdrawal, physical escape, mental escape, self -punishment and stimulus-
reduction.
As with impulses felt, the ratings for behaviors carried out
indicate that following the receipt of favorable information subjects
express an openness to themselves, others, and experience whereas follow-
ing the receipt of unfavorable information subjects report a tendency to
be hostile toward themselves, others and to withdraw.
Summary and overview of reactions to favorable and unfavorable evalua -
tions as a function of the sex of the subject.
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With very few exceptions the results of the present study indicate
that upon being positively evaluated subjects report feeling positive
enotions, report a bias in perceiving the evaluation in a positive way
in regards to its accuracy, expectancy, favorability and frequency, like
and feel accepted by the evaluator, and feel and carry out positive
behaviors directed toward themselves, others, and feel an openness to
experience. Thus, the positive reactions to favorable evaluations span
the response modalities to include emotions, cognitions and behaviors.
Very few differences in this pattern were observed as a function of the
sex of the subject.
This combination of positive reactions to success experiences has
been reported by others (Mischel, Ebbeson and Zeiss, 1973; Berkowitz and
Connor, 1966; O'Brien and Epstein, 1974). Several emotional and behav-
ioral results found in response to positive evaluations are very similar
to those reported when self-esteem is increased (O'Brien and Epstein,
1974). As stated by Epstein (1976) "positive changes in self-esteem
produce increases in positive emotions, in feelings of integration, in
energy availability, and in feelings of freedom and expansiveness (p #
208). 11 There is considerable evidence in the present study that positive
evaluations serve to enhance positive emotional states and benign behav-
ioral reactions to one f s self and others. Emotionally, subjects reported
increments in their feelings of worthiness, self -acceptance
,
happiness,
security, integration and feelings of power. Behaviorally
,
subjects
reported benign behaviors toward themselves and ethers, such as intimacy,
nurturance and self -gratification.
Furthermore, positive evaluations are construed in such a way as
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to enhance feelings of self-esteem. First, positive information was
construed in such a way as to increase its favorability in that positive
evaluations were perceived as more accurate, more expected, more de-
served, and more consistent with previous evaluations than were negative
evaluations. Judgments such as these can increase the likelihood of
assimilating the positive information and thereby enhancing self-esteem.
Second, the source of favorable evaluations was viewed as more accepting
than an objective observer would indicate, again a response which would
enhance feelings of self-worth. The source of favorable evaluations was
seen as more likeable and competent than the source of unfavorable eval-
uations, which may facilitate the assimilation of the positive informa-
tion thereby enhancing 8elf-e6teem.
All in all, this positive after-glow following favorable evalua-
tions suggests that positive evaluations enhance feelings of self-esteem
such that the individual experiences feelings of acceptance of se If and
an openness and acceptance toward others and the environment. -Further-
more, positive evaluations are construed in such a way so as to increase
self-esteem. It is significant that this global benign response spans
emotional, cognitive and behavioral response modalities as it suggests
there exists an integrated self-system which, when self-esteem is
increased, produces comprehensive modifications in the entire system
(Epstein, 1976).
Upon being negatively evaluated the subjects reported feeling
negative emotions, reported a bias in judging the evaluation in a negative
way such that negative evaluations were judged as inaccurate, unexpected,
undeserved and inconsistent with previous evaluations, disliking and
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feeling attacked and rejected by the evaluator, and feeling and carrying
out negative impulses toward themselves and others, and closing down
their reactivity to environmental stimulation. As with positive evalua-
tions, the negative reactions to unfavorable evaluations spanned the
response modalities to include emotions, cognitions and behaviors.
Again, this pattern varied only slightly as a function of the sex of the
subject
.
This pattern of responsivity is similar to that reported by
O'Brien and Epstein (1974) following an ego-deflating experience. As
stated by Epstein (1976), "negative changes in self-esteem produce
increases in dysphoric emotions, in negative arousal, or anxiety, in
feelings of disorganization and in a feeling of constraint. 11 (p. 208)
This pattern of responsivity * is suggestive of several ways in which
feelings of worthiness are defended when confronted with negative infor-
mation and of the adaptive processes subjects utilize in order to ulti-
mately benefit from the experience. The evidence for the defensive
processes will be discussed first. In the pattern of emotional reactivity
subjects reported that feelings of anger-direc ted-inward and feelings of
unworthiness remained relatively stable in comparison to other emotional
categories, whereas feelings of anger-directed-outward increased more
than any other category. This pattern suggests that one way subjects
defend their self-esteem, at least on a short-term basis, is to direct
their hostility outward. As to cognitive reactions, subjects viewed the
evaluations as inaccurate, undeserved and inconsistent with previous
evaluations, providing grounds for dismissal of the information in that
the evaluations, themselves, were considered poor ones. Further, subjects
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reported Lhat they disliked and viewed as incompetent the source of
negative evaluations, which provides a rationale for dismissing the
negative information.
On the constructive side, subjects reported that their feelings
of worthiness and self-acceptance, although they were lowered, remained
relatively stable, suggesting the presence of an active attempt to main-
tain feelings of self-esteem despite receiving negative information.
As to cognitive responses, the results of the present study suggest that
individuals acknowledge that they are sometimes unrealistic in their
judgments of the manner in which they are treated. When they do over-
estimate the degree to which the evaluator treated them badly it may
serve to enable them to assimilate and to cope mere effectively with
negative treatment should it actually occur in the future. As to behav-
ioral responses, it was observed that subjects were motivated to restrict
their openness to environmental stimulation, which may serve the function
of allowing the individual to gradually assimilate the information with
fewer distractions and allow the self-system to adjust to the new infor-
mation. Finally, behaviors such as the self -evaluation and problem
solving increased which may stimulate self-change; making future negative
evaluations less likely.
Since reactions to evaluations apparently provide clues to the
regulation of self-esteem it is important to determine whether the pro-
posed regulatory mechanisms operate in similar ways for individuals who
have a high level of self-esteem as for individuals who have a low level
of self-esteem.
68
How Subjects Responded to Favorable and Unfavorable Evalua tions
as a Function of Level of Self-esteem
A set of analyses of variance were done on each variable including
as sources of variance Level of Self-esteem (two levels), Sex of the
subject (two levels), and Valence of Evaluation (two levels). Only
effects pertinent to level of self-esteem will be presented in the sec-
tion that follows.
Content of the evaluation
.
Subjects with high and low levels of self-esteem did not differ
significantly in the extent to which they reported evaluations on the
attributes of ability, appearance, motivation, personality, power or
morality. Moreover, there were no differences as a function of Level of
Self-esteem x Valence of Evaluation.
Emotional reactions to positive and negative evaluations as a function
of level of self-esteem .
A separate set of analyses of variance was done on emotional
reactions before, after and the change scores for each emotional category
as a function of level of self-esteem, sex of the subject and valence
of the evaluation. Since the results of these analyses revealed no
significant interaction between level of self-esteem x sex of the subject
or Iftvel of self-esteem x sex of the subject x valence of evaluation, the
results presented in the following section will deal only with effects
due to level of self-esteem and to level of self-esteem x valence or
evaluation. In other words, the results of males and females are com-
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bined
.
Ratings of emotions before being; positively and negatively eval -
uated as a function of level of self-esteem
. In general, subjects with
a high level of self-esteem reported a more positive emotional state
prior to being evaluated than subjects with a low level of self-esteem.
High self-esteem subjects reported feeling more secure (M=2.70) than low
self-esteem subjects (M=0.83), F(l/16)=5.45, p< .05; more clear-minded
(M=2.76 and M=1.06), F(l/16)=5.66, p< .05; and more worthy than low
self-esteem subjects (M=2.82 and M-1.34, respectively), F(l/16)=4.61,
p< .05. These findings can be taken as corroboration of the validity of
the self-esteem inventory in that high self-esteem subjects had more
positive self-feelings and felt more integrated than low self-esteem
sub jects
.
Although not quite reaching statistical significance this pattern
was repeated for several other variables. That is, high self-esteem
subjects tended to report feeling more self -accept ing (M=2.90) than low
self-esteem subjects (M=1.43), F(l/16)=4.24, p < .10; more happy (M=2.60)
than low self-esteem subjects (M=1.46), F(l/16)=3 . 22 , p< .10; and more
calm (M=2.18) than low self-esteem subjects (M=0.68), F(l/16)=4.24, p<
.10. Differences between high and low self-esteem subjects were not found
on the dimensions of warm-hearted vs. anger-out, energetic vs. tired,
free vs. frustrated and powerful vs. powerless.
The effect due to level of s^if-esteem interacted with valence of
evaluation. There was a significant level of self-esteem x valence of
evaluation interaction for seven out of ten categories of emotional
response. The means and F-ratios are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Mean Emotion Ratings Before Being Positively and Negatively
Evaluated as a Function of Level of Self -esteem
m ah Qplf,
-e s teem Low Self -esteem
Category Fa >b
Favorable
Li Va J- Lid L i. Vjll O
Unfavorable
LVdiUdLlOnS
Favorable
Evalua t ions
Unfavor-
able Eva
luations
secure vs.
frightened 1.33
ns 1.85° 3.56 0.36 1.30
warm-near tea vs
•
anger-out 7.57* 1.92 3.70 1.68 1.66
self-accepting
vs
.
anger-in 4.28* 2.04 3.76 1.28 1.58
happy vs. unhappy 10.77** 1.38 3.82 1.44 1.50
•
energetic vs
.
tired 1,99*8 1.65 2.54 1.04 1.14
free vs. frus-
trated 7.86* 0.96 3.18 1.08 0.98
calm vs. tense 5.38* 0.95 3.42 0.42 0.94
clearminded vs.
confused 6.95* 1.74 3.78 1.01 1.10
worthy vs. un-
worthy 6.40* 1.81 3.82 1.21 1.48
powerful vs.
powerless 5.13* 1.41 3.30 1.01 1.12
aF-ratios are presented for the Level of Self-esteem x Valence of Evalua-
tion interaction.
^Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/16 in all cases.
CA positive score indicates a positive emotion and a negative score
indicates a negative emotion.
ns= not significant
*=p < .05
**=p < .01
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Referring to the mean scores, it can be seen that the same general
pattern of response was obtained for each category. Before positive
evaluations, the scores for high self-esteem subjects were, in most cases,
higher than the scores for low self-esteem subjects. Prior to negative
evaluations, high self-esteem subjects reported a much more positive
emotional state than low self-esteem subjects. Another way of summari-
zing this pattern is that low self-esteem subjects reported a similar
emotional state before both positive and negative evaluations, whereas
high self-esteem subjects reported a much more positive emotional state
prior to unfavorable than to favorable evaluations. The implications of
this pattern will be discussed in a later section (see p. 76).
Emotional responses after beinp, positively and negatively evalua -
ted as a function of level of self-esteem
. There were no main effects
found for level of self-esteem for any emotional category. Differences
were found between subjects with a high and low level of self-esteem,
however, when valence of evaluation was taken into account. On the di-
mension of free vs. frustrated, subjects with a high level of self-esteem
reported feeling more free (M=3.84) than subjects with a low level of self-
esteem (M=2.52) after favorable evaluations, and more frustrated (M=-2.28)
than low self-esteem subjects (M=-1.46) after unfavorable evaluations,
F(l/16)=4.67
, p< .05. A similar relationship was found for the dimension
calm vs. tense. High self-esteem subjects reported feeling more calm
(M=3.66) than low self-esteem subjects (M-2.51) after favorable evalua-
tions and more tense (M=-1.84) than low self-esteem subjects (M=-0.82),
F(l/16)=5.77
, p< .05, following negative evaluations. This pattern was
repeated on the dimension of clearminded vs. confused. Subjects with a
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high level of self-esteem reported feeling more clearminded (M=4.18)
than subjects with a low level of self-esteem (M=1.28) following favor-
able evaluations, and more confused (M=-1.28) than subjects with a low
level of self-esteem (M=-0.92) following unfavorable evaluations, F(l/16)
=6.06, p< .05. There were no other significant interactions of level of
self-esteem x valence of evaluation. However, the pattern of response
for each of the emotional categories was similar. That is, following
favorable evaluations, high self-esteem subjects felt more intense posi-
tive emotions than did low self-esteem and following unfavorable evalua-
tions high self-esteem subjects felt more intense negative emotions than
did low self-esteem subjects.
Amount of change in emotions as a function of favorable and un -
favorable evaluations and level of sel f -esteem
. In order to determine
whether high and low self-esteem subjects demonstrated differential
amounts of emotional reactivity as a consequence of being positively or
negatively evaluated the before ratings were subtracted from the after
ratings so that a positive score indicated a change in the expected dir
-
ection (an increase in positive affect following positive evaluations and
a decrease in positive affect following negative evaluations) and a nega-
tive score indicated a change in the unexpected direction (a decrease in
positive affect following a positive evaluation and an increase in posi-
tive affect following a negative evaluation) and a separate set of
analyses of variance was done on the resulting scores. Since the effects
of level of self-esteem varied with valence of evaluation, only results
pertinent co the interaction will be presented. The means and F-ratios
for the interactions are presented in Table 6,
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Table 6
Mean Emotional Change to Being Positively and Negatively
Evaluated as a Function of Level of Self-esteem
High Self
-esteem Low Self-esteem
Category
Mean Change
in Favorable
Direction
Mean Change in
u ilia v Ui d U i. c
Direction
Mean Change Mean Chang?
in Favorable in unfavorable
Direction Direction
secure vs.
frightened 10.41** 2.35b 5.26C 3.21b 2.78c
Wat IlUlcoir LcQ V8 «
anger-out 5.04* 2.52 6.75 1.94 4.01 I
self -accepting
vs
. anger-in 3.12T 2.80 4.76 2.60 2.58
happy vs. unhappy 3.60T 3.25 5.75 2.50 3.25
energetic vs.
tired FUns 2.06 1.66 1.52 0.68
free vs. frus-
*
trated 3.41 1 2.88 5.46 1.45 2.45
calm vs. tense 9.63** 2.71 5.26 2.08 1.76
clearininded vs.
con fused 6.23* 2.44 5.06 1.58 2.02
worthy vs.
unworthy T3.45 3.02 4.64 2.58 2.48
powerful vs.
powerless F<lnS 2.72 4.26 1.35 2.18
Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/16 in all cases.
^The scores in this column reflect the degree to which positive affect
increased.
°The scores in this column reflect the degree to which positive affect
decreased.
ns=not significant
T-p < .10
*=p < .05
**=p < .01
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Upon examination of the means in Table 6, it can be seen that the
general pattern of emotional reactivity is similar for nine out of ten
categories. That is, with the exception of the secure vs. frightened
category, high self-esteem subjects showed a greater amount of emotional
reactivity than low self-esteem subjects in response to both favorable and
unfavorable evaluations. The difference in reactivity between high and
low self-esteem subjects is greater in response to unfavorable evalua-
tions, however. The greater amount of reactivity to negative rather than
positive evaluations is probably due to the higher level of positive
affect of high self-esteem subjects as compared to low self-esteem sub-
jects prior to receiving unfavorable evaluations. The one exception to
this pattern is that low self-esteem subjects showed slightly more re-
activity than high self-esteem subjects to positive evaluations on
ratings of secure vs. frightened.
Thus, regarding emotional responsivity , there are two patterns of
results that require explanation: 1) the more intense positive reaction
to favorable evaluations and the more intense negative reaction to un-
favorable evaluations of high self-esteem in comparison to low self-
esteem subjects; 2) the very intense positive feelings of high self-
esteem subjects prior to negative evaluations.
As to the first pattern of results, the more extreme scores of
high self-esteem subjects to both positive and negative evaluations than
those of low self-esteem subjects, cannot be predicted from enhancement
or consistency theories. It should be recalled that enhancement theories
predict that low self-esteem subjects react more positively to favorable
evaluations and more negatively to unfavorable evaluations than high
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self-esteem subjects. Consistency theories predict that low self-esteem
subjects are more accepting of unfavorable evaluations and less accept-
ing of favorable evaluations than high self-esteem subjects. The
results of the present study support neither pattern.
As with any negative finding there are a variety of possible ex-
planations for the results. The lack of support can be due to the unique
methodology used in the present study, the particular sample of subjects
investigated, or to the invalidity of the theories.
Although the results of the present study do not entirely support
either the predictions from consistency or enhancement theories, the
results do provide some evidence of both a tendency for enhancement and
for consistency. Furthermore, the results of the present study suggest
that both tendencies operate simultaneously. Perhaps the level of self-
esteem an individual possesses provides a readiness to assimilate certain
kinds of information. That is, high self-esteem individuals have learned
to be especially accepting of positive information and especially unac-
cepting of negative information. Individuals with a low level of self-
esteem, on the other hand, are pleased by, but cautious about accepting
positive information, and distressed by, but ready to accept negative
information as consistent with their self-image.
An alternative explanation may be found in the writings of various
self -theorists (Rogers, 1951; Epstein, 1973). It could be that high
self-esteem subjects, by virtue of their high self-esteem, have a less
threatened (more stable and flexible) self-concept than low self-esteem
subjects. If so, this can account for the greater intensity of positive
and negative feelings of high as compared to low self-esteem subjects.
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According to Epstein (1973) when a person learns to view himself /herself
in a positive way as is the case for a person with high self-esteem, the
self-theory that develops has a greater stability and at the same time a
greater flexibility so that the individual can afford to experience more
intense feelings than individuals with low self-esteem as the individual
readily recovers from these sharp increases and decreases in affect. Low
self-esteem subjects, on the other hand, appear to cope with incoming
information by restricting their emotional reactivity. Consequently,
they do not risk feeling especially good or bad in response to favorable
or unfavorable evaluations but maintain their emotional level within a
limited range. This would put less strain on an already threatened self-
system.
The second general pattern of emotional reaction, that high self-
esteem subjects felt more intense positive affect prior to negative eval-
uations than low self-esteem subjects, is suggestive of the way affect is
regulated. Assuming that an especially positive level of affect is
difficult to maintain over the long-run, it is in the best interest of
the individual not to feel so highly that it is unrealistic as this
would expose him/her to sharp decreases in positive affect which may be
difficult for the individual to tolerate. Note that this especially
intense level of positive affect was indeed reported to be followed by
negative evaluations which served to decrease the positive mood. An
intense positive mood which is curtailed by criticism might be construed
as a mechanism for preventing individuals with a high level of self-
esteem from being too overconfident because when they do, a negative
evaluation ensues.
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Consistent with this reasoning is the fact that low self-esteem
subjects did not show this reaction, as for them the risk of self-
enhancement would be too great. That is, if they did begin to feel
especially positive about themselves the sudden drop in positive feelings
produced by a negative evaluation would be too great for them to handle.
Thus, by not becoming over-confident, the low self-esteem person retains
what feelings of self -worth he/she already has, but suffers the conse-
quence of not exposing himsel f /herself fully to opportunities for enhance
ment
.
Cognitive responses to being evaluated as a function of level of self -
esteem and sex of the subject
.
The results presented in the present section are derived from a
set of analyses of variance on each type of cognitive response. From
each analysis the following sources of variance were extracted for
examination: Level of Self-esteem, Level of Self-esteem x Sex of Subject
Level of Self-esteem x Valence of Evaluation, and Level of Self-esteem
x Sex of Subject x Valence of Evaluation.
Change in sel f -evaluation . Analysis of variance revealed no
significant effects on mean scores for the number of times subjects
reported changing their evaluation of themselves as a function of level
of self-esteem and valence of evaluation.
Accuracy
.
Analysis of variance revealed that the only significant
effect on the accuracy ratings was due to level of self-esteem x valence
of evaluation, F(l/16)=5 .48
, p < .05. The results of this interaction
showed that high self-esteem subjects perceived favorable evaluations as
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more accurate (M=4.20) than low self-esteem subjects (M=3.88) whereas
low self-esteem subjects perceived unfavorable evaluations as more ac-
curate (M=2.78) than high self-esteem subjects (M-2.36).
Perhaps the simplest explanation for this finding is that high
self-esteem subjects do in fact, receive more accurate positive evaluat-
ions and more inaccurate negative evaluations than low self-esteem sub-
jects. This could help to account for why each group achieved the level
of self-esteem that they did. That is, if an individual consistently
receives accurate positive evaluations and inaccurate negative evaluations
over an extended period of time he/she can develop a solid basis for
feelings of high self-esteem. For an individual who receives compara-
tively accurate negative evaluations and inaccurate positive evaluations
over an extended period of time he/she can develop a solid basis for
feelings of low self-esteem as this individual could be fairly sure of
his/her weaknesses and not too sure of his/her strengths.
Another possible explanation is that perceptual bias serves to
maintain feelings of self-esteem at their customary levels. High self-
esteem subjects maintain their high level of self-esteem by perceiving
positive evaluations as more accurate and negative evaluations as more
inaccurate than objectively was the case. Although low self-esteem
subjects follow this pattern they do not do so to the same extent, there-
A
by attenuating their chances for raising their esteem. However, this
alternative explanation is tenuous as no objective measure of the
accuracy of the evaluations was obtained and therefore it is not possible
to determine whether cognitive distortion actually occurred.
Degree of favorability/unfavorability . High self-esteem subjects
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viewed favorable evaluations as slightly more favorable (M=4.52) than low
self-esteem subjects (M=4.29). Analysis of variance, however, revealed
that the difference was not significant.
As to unfavorable evaluations, high self-esteem subjects per-
ceived negative evaluations to be more unfavorable 01=4.34) than low
self-esteem subjects (M=3.64), F(l/16)=10
. 92
, p< .01. There are at
least two explanations for this finding. First, subjects could be eval-
uating the incoming information in terms of their past experience. Sub-
jects with high self-esteem expect to receive positive information and
do not expect to receive negative information (refer to expectancy and
frequency findings below). Since negative evaluations are unfavorable
compared to the type of information they are accustomed to receiving it
is viewed as especially unfavorable. As for low self-esteem subjects,
who are more accustomed to receiving negative evaluations, the incoming
negative information is not so discrepant and therefore is not viewed as
especially unfavorable.
A second interpretation of this finding is that high self-esteem
subjects tend to view negative information in such a way as to make it
less likely to be assimilated, that is, by viewing unfavorable evalua-
tions as very unfavorable (and inaccurate) a rationale is developed for
not assimilating the information into their self -concept . Thus, their
high level of self-esteem is maintained. Low self-essteem subjects, on
the other hand, by viewing negative information as not so unfavorable
and not so inaccurate make the information that much more assimilable and
consequently maintain their low level of self-esteem.
It could also be that both interpretations axe correct and both
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processes are operating at the same time.
Degree to which the evaluation was perceived as expected
. High
self-esteem subjects reported that favorable evaluations were more
expected (M=2.98) than low self-esteem subjects (M=2.49), and high self-
esteem subjects perceived unfavorable evaluations as slightly less
expected (M=2.45) than low self-esteem subjects (M=2.52). This inter-
action was the only effect to approach significance, F(l/16)=3
. 81
, p< .10.
This finding suggests that high self-esteem subjects tend to be pre-
disposed to anticipate positive information more easily than negative
information and do so more than low self-esteem subjects.
The extent to which the specific content of the evaluations was
perceived as expected
. Analysis of variance of the mean scores indicating
the extent to which subjects perceived the specific content of evaluations
as expected as a function of level of self-esteem and valence of evalua-
tion showed no significant effects.
The extent to which the evaluations were perceived as deserved
.
Subjects, of high and low self-esteem, showed similar ratings for favor-
able evaluations. Low self-esteem subjects perceived unfavorable evalua-
tions as slightly more deserved than high self-esteem subjects. Analy-
sis of variance, however, showed no significant effects.
The extent to which the evaluations were perceived as concerning
an attribute that was frequently evaluated
.
Subjects with a high level
of self-esteem perceived favorable evaluations as being more frequent
(M=3.32) than low self-esteem subjects (M=2.92). Low self-esteem subjects
perceived unfavorable evaluations as more frequent (M=2.60) than high
self-esteem subjects (M=1.80). Analysis of variance showed this effect
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to be significant, F(l/16)=6. 50, p< .05. Furthermore, this effect was
found to be mediated by the sex of the subject. For subjects with a low
level of self-esteem, males and females viewed unfavorable evaluations as
occurring with a relatively low frequency (M=2.35 and 2.38, respectively)
whereas females viewed favorable evaluations as occurring more frequently
(M=3.12) than males (M=2.70). The opposite was the case for high self-
esteem subjects in that both males and females viewed favorable evalua-
tions as occurring relatively frequently (M=3.38 and 3.05, respectively)
but males viewed unfavorable evaluations as occurring more frequently
(M=2.70) than females (M=1.40), F(l/16)=5
. 08
, p< .05.
There are at least two reasons why high self-esteem subjects
would report receiving positive evaluations as consistent with their past
experience and negative evaluations as inconsistent and for low self-
esteem subjects to report the reverse. Perhaps the simplest explanation
is that subjects were accurate in their recollections. Such an explana-
tion could help to account for why subjects have developed their level of
self-esteem, i.e., high self-esteem subjects consistently received
favorable information and low self-esteem subjects consistently received
unfavorable information.
The second explanation is that high and low self-esteem subjects
have developed a biased system to store and recall information consistent
with their level of self-esteem. Inconsistent information, on the other
hand, may be stored inefficiently, not stored at all, or may be less
readily retrieved. Crary (1966) found that subjects distorted inconsis-
tent information to make it consistent with their prevailing self-image,
which is consistent with the results of the present study.
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As to the sex differences which interacted with this effect, it is
noteworthy that for low self-esteem subjects males and females did not
differ much from each other in their ratings of unfavorable information
and that for high self-esteem subjects males and females did not differ
much from each other in their ratings of favorable evaluations as in each
case such evaluations are consistent with the subjects 1 prevailing self-
image
.
The difference between the sexes occurs when the evaluations were
inconsistent with the prevailing self-image, i.e., positive evaluations
for low self-esteem subjects and negative evaluations for high self-es-
teem subjects. This sex difference suggests that low self-esteem females
have a greater potential than low self-esteem males to increase their
level of self-esteem as they are already able to recall receiving a set
of consistent favorable evaluations. This recollection of favorable
evaluations could be used as a basis for the recognition of some positive
qualities they already possess and which other people have favorably
appraised. In turn, this recognition could be used as a starting point
for establishing a basis for feelings of self-worth.
As to the sex difference between high self-esteem subjects for
unfavorable evaluations there are at least two possible interpretations.
First, males may be more able than females to incorporate negative as
well as positive information into their self -concept . Or, since males
recognized that they receive a set of consistent negative evaluations
more than females their level of self-esteem may be more tenuous.
In summary, high and low self-esteem subjects judge the positive
and negative evaluations they receive differently. The major difference
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between the two groups was not in the valence of the judgment since both
high and low self-esteem subjects judged positive evaluations as having
positive qualities (accurate, expected, consistent and deserved) and
judged negative evaluations as having negative qualities (inaccurate,
undeserved, inconsistent and infrequent.) Rather, the difference between
the groups was found in the magnitude of these judgments, such that high
self-esteem subjects tended to view positive evaluations as more favorable
and negative evaluations as more unfavorable than low self-esteem subjects.
The most compelling explanation for this pattern of responsivity
is that both groups of subjects have learned to judge incoming informa-
tion in terms of their past experience. That is, high self-esteem subjects
have learned to trust and expect positive input and to be especially dis-
trusting and rejecting of negative input. Low self-esteem subjects have
learned to be less confident of positive information and more accepting of
negative information than high self-esteem subjects.
Before ending this section on cognitive responses there is one
more point that should be mentioned. The point concerns the relationship
between the cognitive and emotional responses made by high and low self-
esteem subjects. It will be recalled from the previous section that high
self-esteem subjects showed more intense emotional reactions to both
positive and negative evaluations than low self-esteem subjects. As
pointed out in this section the same pattern held for cognitive responses.
Several authors (cf. Epstein, 1973) have pointed out that there may be a
direct relationship between the way an individual interprets an event and
the emotional response he/she makes to that event. Perhaps because they
judged positive evaluations more favorably and negative evaluations more
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unfavorably than low self-esteem subjects, high self-esteem subjects had
more intense emotional reactions than low self-esteem subjects.
Perception of treatment by the source of the evaluations
.
Favorable evalutions
. Upon being positively evaluated, subjects
were asked to indicate the extent to which the evaluator treated them
with acceptance, appreciation, sensitivity, objectivity, or insensit ivity
.
Furthermore, subjects were asked to rate each category from two points of
view. One point of view was as they subjectively felt and the other was
from an objective point of view, discounting any special sensitivities
the evaluation may have aroused. The resulting sources of variance for
these responses included: Level of self-esteem, Sex of the subject, and
whether the rating was made on a subjective or on an objective basis.
As to level of self-esteem, only one category of response,
acceptance, showed a significant effect. High self-esteem subjects per-
ceived the evaluators 1 favorable treatment of them as indicative of more
acceptance (M-1.09) than low self-esteem subjects (M=0.76), F(l/16)=
6.48, p^.05. Again, high self-esteem subjects appear more willing to
interpret a situation in a way to enhance their level of self-esteem than
do low self-esteem subjects. Or, perhaps evaluators tend to be more
accepting of individuals with a high level of self-esteem than of indivi-
duals with a low level of self-esteem.
No other significant effects including level of self-esteem and
whether the rating was made on a subjective or on an objective basis were
found.
Unfavorable evaluations . Upon being negatively evaluated subjects
were asked to indicate the extent to which the evaluator treated them with
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rejection, attack, insensit ivity
,
objectivity, and sensitivity. Again,
subjects were asked to make these ratings from a subjective and from an
objective viewpoint. The data were analyzed in the same way as the cor-
responding responses for positive evaluations.
The results of analyses of variance showed no significant effects
due to Level of Self-esteem nor to Level of Self-esteem x Sex of Subject.
There was one effect found due to Level of Self-esteem and whether the
rating was made on a subjective or on an objective basis, and that was
for the category of insensit ivity
,
F(l/16)=7.35, p< .05. Subjects with a
high level of self-esteem reported less insensitivity subjectively (M=
0.68) than did subjects with a low level of self-esteem (M=0.90), and
they reported more insensitivity objectively (M=0.92) than did subjects
with a low level of self-esteem (M=0.62). It could be that high self-
esteem subjects do not read in unwarranted feelings of insensitivity
whereas low self-esteem subjects do. Or, an alternative explanation
could be that high self-esteem subjects are more accepting of their spon-
taneous subjective reaction as being objective or correct, while low
self-esteem subjects are more willing to assume that the negative evalua-
tors are not really insensitive but that they themselves are at fault
when attributing insensitivity to their evaluators.
There was no Level of Self-esteem x Sex of Subject x Subjective vs.
Objective interactions for any category.
Ratings of favorability of the source
.
Subjects rated the
^
enera l
likeability and competence of their evaluators in two ways. One way was
to recollect their feelings and rate the evaluator as they perceived
him/her before the evaluation and the second way was to rate the evalua-
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tor as they perceived him/her after the evaluation. For the before
ratings there were no significant effects. For the after ratings the only
significant effect found was the Level of Self-esteem x Valence of Evalu-
ation interaction, F(l/16)=6. 10, p< .05, in which high self-esteem sub-
jects (M=5.78) rated the source more favorably than low self-esteem
subjects (M=5.28) following positive evaluations and rated the source
more unfavorably (M=3.28) than low self-esteem subjects (M=3.74) follow-
ing negative evaluations. (A score above 4.00 indicates a rating on the
positive pole of the dimension such that the higher the number the more
favorable the rating and a rating below 4.00 indicates a rating on the
negative pole, such that the lower the number the more unfavorable the
rating.)
One explanation of this finding is that high self-esteem subjects
have learned that positive evaluators are more credible than negative
evaluators whereas low self-esteem subjects tended to respond in the
same direction but are less willing to make as extreme assessments of
their positive and negative evaluators.
An alternative explanation is that high self-esteem subjects are
biased in their perceptions and are more willing to construe another
aspect of an evaluative situation, in this case the evaluator, in such a
way as to make favorable information more tolerable and negative informa-
tion less tolerable than low self-esteem subjects. That is, high self-
esteem subjects, by viewing the purveyor of favorable information as
especially competent and likeable and the purveyor of unfavorable infor-
mation as especially unlikeable and incompetent would be more likely to
be accepting of positive information and rejecting of negative information.
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This is true for low self-esteem subjects but to a lesser extent. That
is, low self-esteem subjects are also biased in their perceptions but in
such a way that the purveyor of favorable information is seen as moder-
ately likeable and competent and the purveyor of unfavorable evaluations
is viewed as moderately unlikeable and incompetent.
*
Behavioral reactions to being positive ly and negatively evaluated afl „
function of level of self-esteem
.
Behavioral reactions felt. Analyses of variance revealed no sig-
nificant main effect due to Level of Self-esteem nor to Level of Self-
esteem x Sex of subject for any category of behavioral response.
As to whether behavioral impulses felt varied as a function of the
interaction of valence of evaluation and level of self-esteem, the results
of the analyses of variance revealed a significant effect for only one
category of response, self-expression, F(l/16)-5.43
, p< .05. In response
to positive evaluations, subjects with a high level of self-esteem felt
the impulse to express themselves to a similar degree with mean scores of
0.82 and 0.85, respectively. In response to negative evaluations, how-
ever, subjects with a high level of self-esteem obtained a self-express-
ion score of 1.01 whereas subjects with a low level of self-esteem
obtained a score of 0.70.
In regard to the Level of Self-esteem x Sex of Subject x Valence of
Evaluation interaction there were three categories of response which
showed a significant effect. These three categories concern the extent
to which subjects felt benign impulses to themselves or others.
One category which showed this effect was intimacy, F(l/16)=5 . 33
,
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p< .05. Males with a high level of self-esteem felt impulses to be ini-
mate to a greater extent following favorable (M=0.76) than unfavorable
evaluations (M=0.30), whereas females with a high level of self-esteem
responded more equivalently to favorable (M=0.36) and unfavorable
evaluations (M=0.26). For subjects with a low level of self-esteem,
males and females reversed their reactions to favorable and unfavorable
evaluations. Here, females felt stronger impulses toward intimacy in
reaction to favorable evaluations (M=0.70) than to unfavorable evalua-
tions (M=0.21) whereas males responded more similarly to favorable (M=
0.93) and to unfavorable evaluations (M=0.79) #
Another category which revealed a significant Level of Self-esteem
x Sex of Subject x Valence of Evaluation interaction was nurturance,
F(l/16)=4.98, p< .05. The pattern of scores was similar to those found
for the intimacy category. Males with a high level of self-esteem felt
more nurturant following favorable (M=1.16) than following unfavorable
evaluations (M=0.60) whereas females with a high level of self-esteem
responded more similarly to favorable (M=0.59) and to unfavorable evalua-
tions (M-0.38). Females with a low level of self-esteem felt more nur-
turant impulses following favorable evaluations (M=0.62) than following
unfavorable evaluations (M=0.24) whereas males with a low level of self-
esteem felt equally nurturant following favorable and unfavorable evalua-
tions (M=0.76 in both cases).
Another category which showed a significant Level of Self-esteem
x Sex of Subject x Valence of Evaluation interaction was self-gratifica-
tion, F(l/16)=5.25, p< .05. Males with a high level of self-esteem felt
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more impulses of self
-gratification (M=1.19) than females Of0.49) in
response to being favorably evaluated. Males and females with a high
level of self-esteem responded similarly to unfavorable evaluations
(M=0.18 and M=0.12, respectively). For subjects with a low level of
self-esteem, males felt stronger self
-gratification impulses than
females following favorable (M=0.95 and M=0.52, respectively) and fol-
lowing unfavorable evaluations (M=0.48 and M=0.04, respectively).
It is interesting to note that all subjects had benign impulses
toward themselves and others following positive evaluations and these
were still felt following negative evaluations albeit to a much lesser
extent. However, it should be noted that third-order interactions that
are significant at only the .05 level should be replicated before they
are taken too seriously.
Behavioral reactions carried out
. The results of the analyses of
variance showed no significant effects due to Level of Self-esteem nor to
Level of Self-esteem x Sex of Subject for any behavioral category.
As to whether subjects with a high or a low level of self-esteem
responded differently to favorable and unfavorable evaluations, it is
necessary to examine the Level of Self-esteem x Valence of Evaluation
interaction. The results indicated there were no significant effects but
that there were trends for three categories of behavioral response: dom-
inance, social withdrawal and physical escape.
Regarding dominance, subjects with a high level of self-esteem
reported they behaved in a dominant fashion to an equivalent extent fol-
lowing positive (M=0.12) and negative (M=0.18) evaluations. Subjects
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with a low level of self-esteem reported behaving more dominantly follow-
ing favorable (M=0.24) than unfavorable (M=0.14) evaluations, F(l/16)=
4.20, p< .10.
As to social withdrawal, high self-esteem and low self-esteem
subjects reported little social withdrawal in response to favorable eval-
uations with mean scores of 0.04 and 0.03, respectively. Low self-esteem
subjects reported more social withdrawal (M=0.29) to unfavorable evalua-
tions than high self-esteem subjects (M=0.16), F(l/16)=3
.18, p< .10.
The scores for physical escape followed a similar pattern to
those for social withdrawal, with both high and low self-esteem subjects
reporting little physical escape to favorable evaluations, with mean
scores of 0.01 and 0.01, respectively. Low self-esteem subjects reported
more physical escape from unfavorable evaluations (M-0.43) than high self-
esteem subjects (M=0.20), F(l/16)=3
.82, p< .10.
Whether males and females with high and low levels of self-esteem
responded differently to favorable and unfavorable evaluations was found
to be significant for only one category of behavioral response, dominance
F(l/16)-5.37, p<.05. Females with high and low levels of self-esteem
(M=0.12 and 0.05, respectively) reported little dominance to either fav-
orable or unfavorable evaluations (M=0.08 and 0.06, respectively). Males
with high and low levels of self-esteem responded in opposite ways to
favorable and unfavorable evaluations. Males with a high level of self-
esteem displayed more dominance following unfavorable (M=0.29) than
favorable evaluations (M=0.11). Males with a low level of self-esteem,
on the other hand, repoited more dominance behaviors following favorable
(M-0.44) than unfavorable evaluations (M=0.23).
In considering the entire pattern of behaviors reported by high
and low self-esteem subjects it is noteworthy that subjects of high and
low self-esteem did not differ in the extent to which they reported they
expressed positive behaviors such as nurturance and self-expression fol-
lowing positive evaluations. Rather, subjects of low self-esteem re-
ported greater avoidance tendencies to negative evaluations than did
subjects of high self-esteem.
Summary and overview of reactions to positive and negative evaluations
as a function of level of self-esteem
.
It should be recalled that two theoretical perspectives have been
offered to generate predictions on the relative influence of positive and
negative evaluations on the responses of subjects with high and low levels
of self-esteem. These are presented graphically in Table 7.
As shown in Table 7, if consistency theories are borne out, one
would expect high self-esteem subjects to respond favorably to positive
evaluations and negatively to unfavorable evaluations, and low self-
esteem subjects to respond positively to negative evaluations and nega-
tively to positive evaluations. If enhancement theories are supported,
one would expect high self-esteem subjects to respond favorably to posi-
tive evaluations and unfavorably to negative evaluations, and low self-
esteem subjects to respond in the same direction, but with greater inten-
sity.
The results of the present study do not support the predictions
from either theoretical model. Rather, the findings indicate that high
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Table 7
The Degree to which Subjects 1 Responses should be
Positive and Negative as Predicted by
Consistency and Enhancement Theories
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self-esteem subjects respond favorably to positive evaluations and unfav-
orably to negative evaluations, and do so to a greater extent than low
self-esteem subjects. More specifically, high self-esteem subjects
showed more intense positive and negative emotional reactions to favor-
able and unfavorable evaluations than did low self-esteem subjects. A
similar pattern was found for cognitive responses. High self-esteem sub-
jects viewed favorable evaluations as more accurate, more expected, and more
frequent than low self-esteem subjects and viewed unfavorable evaluations
as more inaccurate, more unfavorable, and more infrequent and more unex-
pected than did low self-esteem subjects. As to the ratings of the com-
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petence and liability of the evaluator, the pattern was repeated. Fol-
lowing favorable evaluations, high self-esteem subjects rated the source
as .ore competent and likeable than low self-esteem subjects. Following
unfavorable evaluations, high self-esteem subjects rated the source as
more unlikeable and incompetent than low self-esteem subjects. The pat-
tern of responsivity is summarized in Table 8.
By comparing Tables 7 and 8 it can be seen that the distinguishing
characteristic of consistency theories, that low self-esteem subjects
respond positively to negative evaluations and negatively to positive
evaluations in order to be consistent with the predominant set of self-
referent cognitions, was clearly not supported by the results of the
present study. Nor can consistency theories account for the greater
intensity of reaction to both positive and negative evaluations of high
as compared to low self-esteem subjects. This is not to say that people
do not strive for consistency in their everyday life. There is too much
empirical and intuitive evidence that they do.
Enhancement theories fared better than consistency theories in
explaining the results. Evidence was found that subjects did respond
favorably to positive evaluations and negatively to negative evaluations
as predicted by enhancement theories. Where enhancement theories failed
was in predicting a greater intensity of response for low as compared to "
high self-esteem subjects.
An explanation that can account for some of the results of the
present study is that high self-esteem subjects have a more expansive
and flexible self-concept than low self-ectem subjects and are therefore
able to handle more intense changes in affect than low self-esteem
Table 8
The Degree to which Subjects 1 Responses were found
to be Positive and Negative as a Function of
Valence of Evaluation and Level of Self-esteem
Positive
Evalua t ions
Negative
Evaluations
Level of
Self-Esteem
High
Low
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subjects. The remainder of the results can be explained by combining
the essential elements of enhancement and consistency theories, and
assuming that people strive both to maintain their self-concept and to
enhance their self -feelings
.
This is similar to Rogers' (1951) postulate
concerning the most basic motivational tendency of all individuals:
"The organism has one basic tendency and striving--to actualize, main-
tain, and enhance the experiencing organism (Postulate 4). 11 (p. 487)
If che individual were to evaluate incoming information both in terms of
its consequences for maintaining the prevailing self-concept (consistency)
and for enhancing feelings of self-worth the pattern of response shown in
Table 9 would result.
For the individual with high self-esteem, positive evaluations are
consistent with the self-concept and are enhancing. Therefore the high
self-esteem individual expresses an intense positive reaction as both
strivings are fulfilled and there is no frustration of either tendency.
For the individual with high self-esteem, negative evaluations are both
inconsistent with the self-concept and frustrate the tendency toward
enhancement and therefore the individual expresses an intense negative
reaction as both strivings are thwarted.
For low self-esteem individuals the situation is a bit more invol-
ved as the fulfillment of one need is counteracted by the frustration of
the other. Positive information may be especially enhancing for the
individual with low self-esteem but it is also inconsistent with the
prevailing self -concept . Perhaps a compromise between the two needs is
effected such that the extreme positive reaction, aroused by the fulfill-
ment of the need for enhancement, when coupled with the negative reaction,
Table 9
The Degree of Positive and Negative Reactivity to
Positive and Negative Evaluations for Low Self-Esteem
Individuals
Reaction aroused
by enhancement needs
Reaction aroused
by consistency needs
Expres sed response
Positive
Evaluations
Negative
Evaluations
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aroused by inconsistency, produces a weak, but positive response. On
the other hand, negative information frustrates the need for enhancement
but is consistent with the low self-esteem of the individual. Thus,
when the extreme negative reaction, due to the frustration of the need
for enhancement, is combined with the positive reaction, due to the ful-
fillment of the need for consistency, the net result is a weak, negative
response
.
This pattern of responsibity for low self-esteem subjects is note-
worthy in that it suggests how positive evaluations can be used as a
vehicle for increasing their feelings of self-esteem. That is, favorable
evaluations that are mild enough so as to be relatively unthreatening to
the maintenance of the low self-esteem individual's self-system provide
an opportunity for the individual to increase his/her level of self-
esteem, albeit in a very gradual manner.
The Relationship between Level of Self-esteem
and Level of Depression
Since low self-esteem is viewed as an essential component of de-
pression (Beck, 1967; 1976; Becker, 1974) it is interesting to examine
the extent of the relationship between level of depression and level of
self-esteem as found in the particular sample of subjects used in the
present study and as measured in the present study. A Pearson product-
moment correlation was computed and the resulting coefficient was -0.67,
p < .001, indicating a moderately strong relationship in the expected
direction. This relationship suggests that low depressives will tend to
respond to evaluations in a manner similar to high self-esteem subjects
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and that high depressives will tend to respond In a manner similar to
low self-esteem subjects.
Despite the above relationship, however, it should be pointed out
that the subjects classified as high depressives in the present Itudy
would not be diagnosed as clinically depressed. In Zung's normative
study, patients who were diagnosed and clinically treated for depression
obtained scores ranging from 50 to 72 with a mean of 59. (The maximum
score is 80.) The high depressives in the present study obtained scores
ranging from 37 to 50 with a mean of 43.10. Thus, the lowest depression
score in Zung's study was equal to the highest depression score in the
present study
,
There was much greater correspondence between the scores of Zung'l
control group and the scores of low depressives in the present study.
Zung reported scores ranging from 20 to 34 with a mean of 26 and the low
depressives in this study obtained scores ranging from 23 to 34 with a
mean of 28.2. (The minimum score is 20.)
Thus, in interpreting the results of what are called high depres-
sives in the present study, it should be kept in mind that what is really
being discussed are the scores of "sub-clinical" depressives.
I
i
|
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w Subjects Responded to Favorable and Unfavorable Kvali iaj Lotli
as a Function of Level of Depression
The results reported in this section were analysed in the same
manner as those for level of self-esteem without the sex of subject
variable. Each category of response was examined separately by analysis
of variance including Level of Depression (two levels) and Valence of
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Evaluation (two levels) as sources of variance. Only si 8„ tficant t„alt,
pertinent to level of depression will be presented in this section.
Consequently, there will not be a complete category by category presenta-
t ion.
Emotional responses to being evaluated as g function of level of dp -
press ion
.
Ratings prior to being evaluated a9 a function of level of de -
Eiession. Subjects with a low level of depression reported a more posi-
tive emotional state prior to being evaluated than subjects with a high
level of depression. Since the before ratings can be taken as an estimate
by the subjects of their usual feeling state, this finding represents
some validation that the subj.ects used in the present study did differ in
affect in the expected direction. Analysis of variance showed the dif-
ferences between high and low depressives to be significant for nine out
of ten categories, the one exception being for the dimension energetic
vs. tired. The means, F-ratios and level of significance are presented
in Table 10.
There were no significant lsvel-of-depression x valence-of-evalua-
tion interactions on the before ratings of emotions.
Emotional ratings after being evaluated as a function of level of
depression
.
The after scores were analyzed for the degree to which sub-
jects responded in the exported direction. (Expected direction refers to
the degree to which subjects reported a positive emotion following favor-
able evaluations and a negative emotion following unfavorable evaluations.
Should the subject respond in the unexpected direction, by reporting a
ICO
Table 10
Mean Emotion Ratings Before Being Evaluated
as a Function of Level of Depression
Category Low High
Depressives Depressives
secure vs. rngntened 9.12** 3.03 0.70
warmhearted vs. anger
-out 6.02* 3.18 1.60
self-accepting vs. anger-in 6.93* 3.21 1.38
happy vs. unhappy 10.5 7** 3.10 1.30
energetic vs. tired 3.76T 2.20 1.23
free vs. frustrated 8.46** 2.66 0.81
calm vs. tense 12.35** 2.70 0.29
clearminded vs. confused 13 .02** 3.22 0.90
worthy vs. unworthy 9.03** 3.21 1.25
powerful vs. powerless 10.17** 2.94 0.80
a Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/18 in all cases
.
"A positive score indicates a
indicates a negative emotion.
positive emotion and a negative score
i=
P < .10
*=p < .05
"=p < .01
1
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negative emotion following a positive evaluation or a positive emotion
following a negative evaluation a negative valence was assigned to that
score
.
)
The results of the analyses of variance showed that there were no
main effects for level of depression for any emotional response category.
The level of depression x valence of evaluation interaction was
significant for eight out of ten categories of emotional response. There
was one trend (p < .10), and one interaction that did not approach signifi-
cance. The appropriate means, F-ratios and levels of significance are
shown in Table 11.
Upon examination of the means in Table 11 it can be seen that for
eight of the ten dimensions the pattern of responsivity is the same. That
is, subjects with a low level of depression reported a slightly more pos-
itive emotional state than subjects with a high level of depression fol-
lowing positive evaluations, and subjects with a high level of depression
reported a much more intense negative reaction than subjects with a low
level of depression following unfavorable evaluations. Thus, the most
important difference between high and low depressives is in their reac-
tions to unfavorable evaluations, with high depressives reporting that
they are much more adversely affected than low depressives when they are
criticized by others.
Emotional change to beinc evaluated as a function of level of
depression
.
In order to take initial level into account and determine
whether high and low depressives actually differed in the extent to which
they reported changes in their feelings following positive and negative
evaluations, a separate set of analyses of variance was done. The data
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Table 11
Mean Emotion Ratings After Being Positively and Negatively
Evaluated as a Function of Level of Depression
Category
Low Depressive s High Dopressives
Favor- Unfavor- Favor- Un favor
able able able able
Eval- Eval- Evalua- Evalua-
*
;
nations uations tions tions
secure vs. frightened 10. 94** 4.61
c
0.62 d 3 .55°
d
2.80
warm-hearted vs. anger
-out 3. 86T 4.57 2.00 4 .07 3.41
self-accepting vs. anger-in 5. 04* 4.75 0.36 4 .16 1 .90
happy vs. unhappy 11. 58** 4.75 0.80 3 .93 3.18
energetic vs. tired <l 3.38
-0.35 2 .95 -1.11
free vs. frustrated 11. 23** 4.03 0.94 2 .72 2.84
calm vs
. tense 9. 02** 3.92 0. 58 2 .28 2.32
clearminded vs. confused 13. 16** 4.32 0.22 2 .61 2.34
worthy vs. unworthy 9. 35** 4.92 0.14 4 .08 2.01
powerful vs. powerless 12. 54** 4.18 -0.11 2 .81 2.46
The F-ratios presented are for the Level of Depression x Valence of
^Evaluation interaction.
Degrees of freedom are equal to 1/18 for all cases.
CA positive score in this column reflects the degree to which subjects
reported a positive emotion. A negative score reflects the degree to
d
which subjects reported a negative emotion.
A positive score in this column reflects the degree to which subjects
reported a negative emotion. A positive score reflects the degree to
which subjects reported a positive emotion.
T=p < .i0
*-p < .05
**-p C.01
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were converted such that changes in the expected direction, an increase
in positive affect following a positive evaluation and a decrease in
positive affect following a negative evaluation, were assigned a positive
valence, and changes in the unexpected direction, a decrease in positive
affect following a positive evaluation and an increase in positive affect
following a negative evaluation, were assigned a negative valence.
The results of this set of analyses of variance showed no main
effects due to level of depression. Of greater interest, however, were
the findings that the amount of emotional reactivity in the expected
direction did not_ differ for high and low depressives as a function of I
receiving positive and negative evaluations for nine out of ten emotional
response categories. The one exception was the level of depression x
valence of evaluation interaction for the dimension of energetic vs.
tired, F(l/18)=9. 16, p<.01. High depressives reported feeling more
energetic (M=2.12) than low depressives (M=1.41) following positive
evaluations and less tired (M=0.51) than low depressives (M=2.08) follow-
ing negative evaluations.
To summarize tha before, after, and change ratings as a function
of level of depression, the following pattern of results was found.
Prior to positive and negative evaluations, low depressives reported a
more positive level of affect than high depressives. After positive
evaluations, high depressives reported a slightly less positive level of
affect than low depressives. After negative evaluations, high depressives
reported a much more negative level of affect than low depressives. As
to the amount of actual change from initial level in the expected direc-
tion, there was no difference between high and low depressives for nine
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out of ten variables. Taken together, this pattern of results suggests
that the initial level of affect is a crucial factor in determining the
emotional response of high and low depressives. More speci f icially
, sin-
ce the amount of change in affect is the same, low depressives, who begin
with a high level of positive affect, are able to withstand incoming
criticism quite well in that only a slight final negative mood is exper-
ienced. High depressives, on the other hand, who begin with a low level
of positive affect, reach a highly negative final level as a result of
receiving unfavorable criticism. As for positive evaluations, high de-
pressives are able to overcome their initial disadvantage of having a
lower level of affect. That is, high depressives reported a greater
amount of emotional change than low depressives and, therefore, both high
and low depressives report a similarly high positive emotional state
after receiving praise.
Cognitive reactions to being evaluated as a function of level of depres -
sion
.
Concerning differences in high and low depressives on cognitive
reactions to positive and negative evaluations, according to Beck (1967,
1976), high depressives should distort unfavorable information to make it
even more unfavorable, and should distort favorable information in a
negative direction, as compared to low depressives. The results of the
present study did not support this hypothesis. Rather the ratings were
very similar (and not statistically different) for low and high depres-
sives on every dimension except one. On the dimension of perceiving the
extent to which the evaluation was deserved there was a significant
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interaction between level of depression x valence of evaluation, F(l/18)=
5.78, p<.05. High depressives considered positive evaluations to be
less deserved (M=2.74) than low depressives (M=3.20) and high depressives
considered negative evaluations to be more deserved (M=2.62) than low
depressives (M=2.39). This finding is consonant with Beck's perspective
*
on the manner in which depressives construe their experience.
Behavioral reactions to being evaluated as a function of level of de -
pression
.
As to behavioral reactions to being evaluated, analyses of variance
showed that subjects differing in level of depression responded differ-
ently in regard to several behavioral response categories. For each
response category in which therewas a main effect for Level of Depres-
sion, subjects with a high level of depression felt stronger impulses
than subjects with a low level of depression. This was the case for
dependency for which high depressives obtained a mean score of 0.50 and
low depressives obtained a mean score of 0.16, F(l/18)=7.20, p<.05;
dominance with mean scores of 0.52 and 0.14, respectively, F(l/18)=5 . 50,
p <.05; for autonomy with mean scores of 0.68 and 0.37, respectively,
F(l/18)=4.96, p ^.05; for self-evaluation with mean scores of 0.82 and
0.30, respectively, F(l/18)=8.09, p< .05; for physical escape with mean
scores of 0.48 and 0.22, respectively, F(l/18)=6 .44
, p< .05; and for self-
punishment with mean scores of 0.24 and 0.04, respectively^ F(l/18)=5.54,
p < .05.
The responses for physical escape and self -punishment were further
mediated by valence of evaluation such that the difference between high
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and low depressives were largely due to negative evaluations, since for
both groups the rate of responding was negligible for positive evalua-
tions. Regarding physical escape, both high and low depressives felt
very little impulses in response to positive evaluations, with respective
mean ratings of 0.06 and 0.01. For negative evaluations high depressives
reported stronger impulses of physical escape than low depressives with
mean ratings of 0.90 and 0.44, F(l/18)=4.90, p< .05. Regarding self-
punishment, high depressives felt stronger impulses in response to nega-
tive evaluations (M=0.39) than low depressives (M=0.07) whereas the
respective means for positive evaluations were 0.08 and 0.00, F(l/18)=5.87,
P< -05.
There was also a trend for high depressives to feel more impulses
toward achievement (M=0.50) than low depressives (M=0.28), F(l/18)=3
.38,
p< .10 and for high depressives to feel more impulses toward mental es-
cape (M=0.48) than low depressives (M=0.22), F(l/18)=3
.70, p< .10.
Considering that high depressives felt impulses that would be con-
tradictory if actually carried out, such as dependency vs. autonomy and
dominance, and mental and physical escape vs. achievement, it is of
interest to note which of these conflicting pairs of impulses were re-
ported as being actually carried out.
Analyses of variance on behaviors reported as being actually car-
ried out revealed significant effects due to Level of Depression for
dependency, self -eva luation and self -punishment . For each category high
depressives reported greater frequencies of actually carrying out the
behaviors than did low depressives. For dependency the mean scores were
0.33 and 0.11, respectively, F(l/18)=5.26, p < .05. For self-evaluation
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the mean scores were 0.58 and 0.26, respectively, F(l/18)=5
.46
, p< .05.
For self-punishment, the mean scores were 0.16 and 0.02, respectively,
F(l/18)=8.26, p< .05.
There were also trends for high depressives to report more physi-
cal escape (M=0.22) than low depressives (M=0.11), F(l/18)=3
.23
, p< .10
and for high depressives to report more mental escape (M=0.29) than low
depressives (M=0.12), F(l/18)=3
. 52
, p< .10. To this point the behaviors
high depressives reported having carried out are consonant with clinical
reports of depressive behavior.
In comparing the responses high and low depressives reported feel-
ing to those they reported carrying out it is noteworthy that, whereas
high depressives felt more impulses toward dominance, achievement, and
autonomy than low depressives as a function of being evaluated when it
came to actually carrying out these behaviors the scores decreased. This
reaction by high depressives suggests that high depressives, when exper-
iencing conflicting impulses, select behaviors which may serve to further
their negative mood state, i.e., high depressives did not report carrying
out behaviors such as autonomy and achievement to the extent that they
felt the impulses to do so but did carry out behaviors such as dependency
and mental and physical escape.
These results suggest that one important place for clinical inter-
vention for depressives would be to fill the gap between constructive
impulses following being evaluated and carrying out these impulses. One
technique that may be successful in this regard has been suggested by
Beck (1970, 1974). In this technique the patient is presented with a
sequence of tasks graded from easy to difficult and is provided with
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approval from the therapist upon their successful completion. The results
of the present study point to the importance of using realistic success
experiences, as Beck suggests, as negative evaluations are likely to
result in avoidance behaviors which would undermine the purpose of the
experience
.
As Beck (1974) has pointed out, once constructive motivation is
mobilized the depressed patient "increases his motivation to expand his
range of activities. As he achieves additional concrete goals, he
experiences further improvement in his attitudes towards himself and
towards his future. His improved self-image and increased optimism
reduces his self-criticisms, pessimism, and sadness and he may, in fact
begin to experience some satisfactions" (p. 6).
Summary and overview of reactions to positive and negative evaluations
as a function of level of depression
.
Validation of differences in mood between the high and low depres-
sed groups was obtained as low depressives reported a more positive mood
than high depressives prior to being evaluated.
Following positive evaluations, high depressives reported a
slightly less positive mood than low depressives, whereas following unfav-
orable evaluations high depressives reported a much more intense negative
mood than low depressives. The finding that high depressives responded
almost as positively as low depressives following favorable evaluations
is not in accord with Beck's (1967, 1976) theory of depression. Accord-
ing to Beck, high depressives should tend to distort even positive infor-
mation in a negative way. According to Beck (1967), "once the depressive
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machinery is in operation, neutral or even favorable events are processed
in such a way as to produce a negative conclusion. 11 (p. 262) This nega-
tive conclusion, in turn, should produce unpleasant affect. However, the
results of the present study (which did not include clinical depressives)
,
as well as those of others (Loeb, et al., 1964; Loeb, Beck and Diggory,
1971) have found that success produces positive responses in high depres-
sives to the same extent, if not greater, as in low depressives.
The finding that high depressives reported more intense negative
feelings following negative evaluations than low depressives supports
Beck's (1967) contention that high depressives are more adversely affected
by failure experiences than nondepressives
. However, the results of the
present study suggest that the intense reaction to failure is due to the
2initial level of affect. As Beck (1974) point out "the importance of
trying to ameliorate the patient's sadness and other affective disturbance
as soon as possible is obvious. 11 (p. 6) The results of the present study
suggest that providing the depressed patient with favorable as opposed to
unfavorable evaluations may be an effective procedure to use.
^It is interesting to speculate on the consequences of raising
the high depressives 1 level of affect to that of the low depressives 1 on
a long-term basis. If the high depressives 1 initial level of affect were
to become more positive and their affective response following criticism
remained the same, then the amount of change in affect due to unfavorable
evaluations would be quite large. Perhaps, then, one reason high depres-
sives maintain their low level of affect is to protect themselves from
great changes in affect when they are confronted with criticism. That is,
large decreases in positive affect are more distressing than small ones.
In other words, since high depressives may have learned how emotionally
devastated they are when they receive criticism from others they maintain
a stable, low level of affect to avoid painful, large decreases in posi-
tive affect
.
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Only one piece of evidence was indicative of cognitive distortion
on the part of high depressives. High depressives viewed positive infor-
mation as less deserved, and negative information as more deserved, than
low depressives. Although this was the only effect found, of all the
cognitive assessments made in the present study, it is a response that is
very relevant to maintaining the depressed state. If an individual views
favorable experiences as less deserved and unfavorable experiences as more
deserved than others do, that individual is less likely to assimilate the
positive and more likely to assimilate the negative information. In this
way the likelihood of maintaining the depressed state is heightened.
One explanation for the few differences in cognitive reactions
between high and low depressives is that the sample of subjects U6ed in
the present study was not depressed to a sufficient extent so that the
need to distort information was aroused, as might be the case with clini-
cally depressed patients.
Another explanation for the few differences between high and low
depressives might be that high depressives were responding in a socially
desirable way disguising their distorted perceptions of the evaluations
they received. As Nemiah (1975) point out, depressives tend to seek ap-
proval and reassurance from others. In order to examine this possibility,
a Pearson product -moment correlation was done between the scores on the
Zung depression inventory and the Mar lowe-Crowne Social Desirability
Scale. The resultant coefficient was not significant (r--.39, p<.09).
However, there was a tendency for an inverse relationship between level
of depression and social desirability suggesting, if anything, that high
depressives tended not to respond in a socially desirable way.
Ill
A number of differences were found between high and low depres-
slves concerning behavioral responses indicating that high depressives,
despite some constructive motivation, felt and carried out more self-
critical and avoidance behaviors than low depressives. This suggests
that clinical intervention might be successful if the patient were taught
to actually carry out the constructive impulses he/she felt.
Other analyses
.
It was initially intended to examine the inter-
relationship between various characteristics of evaluations such as
accuracy, frequency, favorableness/unfavorableness
,
expectancy and fair-
ness and the subjects 1 emotional, cognitive and behavioral responses.
However, due to the abundance of material already presented it was decided
to restrict the scope of the present paper. The results of the additional
analyses are presented in the appendix for the perusal of the interested
reader. (See Appendices D and E.)
Summary
There were three major purposes for conducting the present study.
One was to obtain a description of emotional, cognitive and behavioral
reactions to positive and negative evaluations in everyday life. The
second purpose was to determine the extent to which level of self-esteem
mediated reactions to evaluative feedback. The third purpose was to
examine the extent to which level of depression influenced subjects 1
responses to evaluations. According to Beck (1967, 197o), depressives
have a negative view of themselves, the world and the future, and this
"negative triad" produces unpleasant affect and facilitates destructive
behavioral patterns. It was predicted that this "negative triad" would
be operative in evaluative situations such that individuals prone to
depression should respond more unfavorably to negative evaluations and
less favorably to positive evaluations than low depressives.
In order to accomplish these three purposes, eleven male and eleven
female undergraduates were recruited to provide descriptions of their
emotional, cognitive and behavioral reactions to eight positive and eight
negative evaluations. These reactions were transcribed on specially con-
structed forms on which subjects described a) the nature of the evaluation,
b) their emotional state before and after the evaluation, c) their cogni-
tive assessment of the evaluation (e.g., accuracy, fairness, favorability/
unfavorability), d) the competence and likeability of the source of the
evaluation, and e) their behavioral impulses and responses to being
evaluated.
The results indicated that subjects responded differently to
positive and negative evaluations. Subjects reported that following
positive evaluations they experienced an increase in positive emotions (e.
g., happiness, self -acceptance
,
security), that they felt and carried out
positive behaviors directed toward themselves and others and that they
felt an increased openness to experience. Furthermore, positive evalua-
tions were construed in such a way as to enhance feelings of self-worth.
One way self-esteem was enhanced was by judging positive evaluations as
more accurate, more expected, more deserved , and more consistent with
previous evaluations than negative evaluations. Second, the source of
favorable evaluations was viewed as more competent and more likeable than
the source of unfavorable evaluations. It was concluded that by judging
positive information and its source as more credible and acceptable than
negative information the likelihood of assimilating positive information
is inoreased more than the likelihood of assimilating negative information
thereby enhancing self-esteem.
In response to unfavorable evaluations, subjects tended to defend
their self-esteem. First of all, although subjects reported several
'
negative emotions after unfavorable evaluations, feelings of unworthiness
and anger-directed-invard were less affected than the other negative
emotions, suggestive of an active attempt to maintain feelings of self-
esteem. Second, subjects tended to judge negative evaluations as inaccur-
ate, unexpected and inconsistent with previous evaluations, thereby pro-
viding a rationale for dismissing the information in that the evaluations,
themselves, were poor ones. Third, subjects reported they disliked and
viewed as incompetent the evaluator which could also serve as justifica-
tion for dismissing the information.
Negative evaluations were also utilized in constructive ways. For
example, behaviors such as self -evaluation and problem-solving increased
mor e in response to negative than to positive evaluations, which may
stimulate self-change making the need for future negative evaluations
less likely.
As to level of self-esteem, the results suggested that one function
of self-esteem is to provide a readiness to assimilate certain kinds of
information. Subjects with high self-esteem judged positive evaluations
as more accurate, more expected, and more consistent with previous evalua-
tions than subjects with low self-esteem. Subjects with high self-esteem
also judged negative evaluations as more inaccurate, more unfavorable,
more unexpected and more inconsistent with previous evaluations than
1H
subjects with low self-esteem. A similar pattern of response was obser-
ved for ratings of the source of the information. Positive evaluators
were judged as more competent than negative evaluators and this occurred
to a greater extent for high than for low self-esteem subjects. Taken
together, these results suggest that high and low self-esteem subjects
have learned to judge incoming information as congruent with their pre-
dominant view of themselves, which serves to maintain their level of self
esteem. High self-esteem subjects trust and expect positive input and
distrust and reject negative input. Low self-esteem subjects are less
confident of positive information and more accepting of negative informa-
tion than high self-esteem subjects.
The results on self-esteem were examined with respect to their
implications for enhancement and consistency theories. Neither of these
theories was sufficient. Rather the results indicated that subjects
both strive to enhance their feelings of self-worth and to maintain the
stability of their self-system by evaluating information in terms of its
consequences both for consistency and for enhancement. For individuals
with high self-esteem, positive evaluations should be consistent with
their self-concept and also enhancing. Therefore, it is understandable
that high self-esteem subjects reported highly positive reactions to posi
tive evaluations. For individuals with high self-esteem, negative evalua
tions should b° inconsistent with their self-concept and should frustrate
their tendency toward enhancement. Therefore, it is understandable that
high self-esteem subjects expressed a highly negative reaction to nega-
tive evaluations
.
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For individuals with low self-esceem, positive evaluations should
be enhancing but should also be inconsistent with their self-concept.
Accordingly a compromise between enhancement and consistency needs was
effected, such that low self-esteem subjects exhibited a weak, but posi-
tive reaction to positive evaluations. On the other hand, negative in-
formation should frustrate the need for enhancement for low self-esteem
subjects, but should be consistent with their self-evaluation. It was
found that low self-esteem subjects did, in fact, exhibit a weak, negative
response to negative evaluations.
As to the influence of level of depression, it was expected that
high depressives would respond less favorably to positive evaluations and
more unfavorably to negative evaluations than low depressives. This pre-
diction was only partially supported. High depressives, contrary to ex-
pectation, responded almost as positively to positive evaluations as did
low depressives. However, as expected, high depressives responded more
negatively to negative evaluations than did low depressives. Thus, the
most important difference between high and low depressives was in their
response to failure experiences.
As to evidence for bias in construing the evaluations as a function
of depressive tendencies, only one pertinent result was found. High de-
pressives judged positive evalutions as less deserved and negative evalua-
tions as more deserved than low depressives.
With respect to behavioral Variables, high depressives reported
some constructive impulses toward achievement and autonomy which they
reported they did not carry out. This finding implies that clinical
intervention might be successful if the depressed individual were taught
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to actually carry out the constructive impulses he/she felt. Finally,
high depressives felt and carried out more self
-critical and avoidance
behaviors than low depressives. This suggests that clinical interven-
tion could be directed at reducing these destructive impulses and behav-
iors
.
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Appendix A: Forms for recording reactions to positive and negative
evaluations
.
Code Name Date
A8e Class Date of Incident
Describe in detail
you a positive evaluation
emotional effect on you.
I. Description of the Event.
A. Describe the circumstances which led up to the positive evalua-
tion.
an incident in which another individual gave
.
This evaluation should be one which had some
B. 1. What was the nature of the evaluation. Include as accurately
as you can, the specific aspects of you that the other person
positively evaluated.
2. Place a check mark next to the factor (s) below that describe
the nature of the positive evaluation. From your previous
description it should be clear why you checked the factor(s)
you did.
1. Ability - The essence of the positive evaluation
dealt with your ability to do well on a specific
task or that you were judged to be an adequate or
competent person.
2. Appearance - Someone gave you a positive evaluation
concerning some aspect of your appearance
,
clothing
or the way you look in general.
3. Motivation - Someone positively evaluated you for
having sufficient or appropriate motivation. Exam-
ples of this include trying hard to attain a goal,
being concerned about the task at hand, or persever-
ing at a task.
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4. Personality - Someone judged you to have traits they
considered desirable or judged you to be a likeable
person or someone that they would like to associate
with.
5. Power - Someone praised or indicated approval of you
for being assertive, aggressive, for standing up for
your rights, or for being able to influence others.
6
-
Moral Behavior
- Someone positively evaluated you
for behavior judged as showing moral concern. Exam-
ples include treating others fairly, behaving honest
ly, being unselfish or displaying behavior that wasjudged to be consistent with your stated or implied
values
.
7. Other - (Specify)_
How did this evaluation affect you emotionally and what specifi-
cally did you react to?
Did this evaluation cause you to re-evaluate yourself? If so,
in what way(s)? What actions, if any, did you initiate 'in res-
ponse to this re -evaluation? If you did not re-evaluate yourself,
why not?
1. How did you feel about this person as a result of his/her
evaluation of you?
2. Why did you react this way?
How accurate was the evaluation? Circle the number that best
describes your opinion.
totally false 1 2 3 4 5 totally true
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K
G. How favorable did you perceive the evaluation to be?
extremely favorable ] 2 3 l <; en wi r
- : 3 5 slightly favor-
•
lo what extent did you expect to be evaluated?
totally expected I 2 3 L S *.Af(l11y 1
— S 1* 2— totally unexpected
I. To what extent was the specific content of the evaluation ex-pec ted?
totally expected 1 2 3___4 5 totally unexpected
J. To what extent do you feel you were praised to a greater extentthan most people who do the same thing.
not at all 1 2 r
> extremely
Mow often has this been a repeated source of praise for you?
very often 1 2 3 4 rarely
*
.
Description of your emotional reaction before and immediately after
receiving the positive evaluation.
Indicate your feelings immediately prior to the positive eval-
uation by entering a B (for Before) in the appropriate location on
each of the scales below. Enter an I (for Immediately after) to
indicate how you felt following the evaluation. The difference be-
tween B and I should relfect your reaction to receiving the
evaluation.
Make the ratings to the right or left of the dots that divide
the spaces. A rating on one side of the dot will be given a differ-
ent weight than a rating on the other side of the dot. Whan you
are through, examine your ratings to make sure that you have entered
a B and an I on each scale, and that the difference between them
indicates the amount of change you experienced.
very some- slight- neutral slight- some- very
what ly or ly what
secure, inappli- frightened,
unafraid, cable worried,
unthreat-
j
-
,
.
i I t
'
I
i i
threatened
(MH'd
angry, irritated
warmhearted or annoyed with-
kindly, af-
, .
. ... ...
. someone-or-some-
fectionate
j
. j . , .
(
.
^
. .
. thing (does not
include anger at
self
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
10
very some- slight
what ly
self-
accepting,
posit ive-
attitude-
toward-
self
, warm •
fee lings
toward-
self | ,
happy,
cheerful,
joyous |_
energetic
,
aroused
,
keyed-upj
free, un-
restrained
spontan-
eous i
calm,
relaxed
at -ease
clear-
minded
,
integrated
,
in-harmony
with-
self
,
worthy,
adequate
,
pleased-
with-
self
i
—
'
—
i-
powerful
strong,
in command-
of -one 1 s-
fate
,
neu t ra 1 s 1 i gh t - some - ve r
y
or inap- ly what
plicable
angry, ir-
ritated
or annoy-
ed with
self
unhappy
,
sad
,
gloomy
tired,
weary ,un-
react ive
frustra-
ted,
blocked
inhibited
tense
,
jittery,
nervous
confused
,
disorgani-
zed, frag-
mented
i
4
—
-
—
I
unworthy
inadequate
,
di spleased
wi th-self
power less
,
weak,
help-
less
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III Your feelings concerning the manner in which you were favorably
evaluated . 7
Below are descriptions of various ways of feeling in response to
receiving a positive evaluation. Enter a check mark next to the
description that describes how you felt you were being treated dur-
ing the evaluation. If more than one description applies enter a
double check next to the description which most accurately describes
your feelings. The significant point for these ratings is to
report on how you felt you were being treated during the evaluation.
Consider the following hypothetical situation for example. Imagine
that you had an important date with somebody who was very important
to you and you had spent a great deal of time trying to look your
best. Whetl you met your date he/she complimented you on your
appearance. You were very happy because you felt this evaluation
indicated the person liked you. Therefore, you would enter a check
next to Accepted.
Note: We are interested in your subjective feelings and not what
the person actually did.
1. Accepted - While evaluating you the person conveyed a
feeling of liking you, of wishing to maintain a relation-
ship with you, of finding your company desirable, or of
simply wanting to be with you.
2. Apprec iate d - While evaluating you, you felt the person
was building-you-up
,
helping you, or sincerely praising
you.
3. Treated with Sensitivity - During the evaluation you felt
the person treated you with sensitivity, thought fulness
,
or concern.
4. Gj von Impersonal , Ob jec t ive Informg t ion - You felt that
the evaluator treated you with objectivity, but imper-
sonally, in evaluating you or some aspect of your behav-
ior
.
5. Treated wit h Insens itivity - You were given positive infor
matlon but felt it was given insensitively or in an un-
appealing manner.
IV. The manner in which the evaluation was objectively given.
Below please check the factor that describes the manner in which
the evaluation was ac tually given from an objective point of view.
Here, it is important to report hew the evaluation was given impar
tlally, discounting any special sensitivities that may have been
aroused In you as a result of being evaluated. Consider, for
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example, the hypothetical situation that was presented in Section
III. Considering this situation impartially you realize that the
compliment actually contained no elements of liking you. As a
matter of fact, an objective observer would have noticed the uncon-
vincing manner in which the evaluation was actually given. So
you would enter a check next to "Treated with Insensitivity
.
M
1
-
Accepting
- The evaluator behaved in an accepting manner,
indicating he/she liked you, wanted to maintain a rela-
*'
• tionship with you, found your company desirable or wished
to be with you.
2
* Appreciation - The evaluator built-you-up
,
helped you,
or sincerely praised you.
3* Sensitive - During the evaluation the person displayed
sensitivity, thoughtfulness or concern.
4. Ob jective - The evaluator treated you with objectivity.
5. Insensitive - You were given positive information about
yourself in an insensitive or unappealing manner.
V. Source of Evaluation
f Describe the individual who evaluated you as accurately as possible
by checking all items that apply.
mother
father
sibling
other relative
husband
wife
child
boyfriend (romantic)
girlfriend (romantic)
same sex friend (non -romantic)
_other sex friend (non-roman-
tic)
casual acquaintance
jroommate , same sex
jroommate, other sex
teacher
^roup
other (write in)
II. Status of Other III. Sex of other
authority (boss
,
policeman)
subordinate (child)
male
female
equivalent
VI. Ratings of the Source of the Positive Evaluation
Describe your reactions to the person who gave you the positive
evaluation. Rate your impressions of the person before the evalua-
tion by circling the number and your impressions of the person as a
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result of evaluating you by putting a square around the number Thediscrepancy between these scores should reflect the amount of chancein your momentary feelings about this individual as a consequence ofgiving you the positive evaluation.
X
2.
X
4.
X
/
7.
X
selfish
kind
useful
incompetent
inferior
weak
honest
dull
9 . attractive
10. unfair
capable
12 . dominant
13
.
important
14 . likeable
15 . considerate
y$m sympathetic
17. sensitive
18. helpful
19 . meddlesome
20. loyal
6
unselfish
cruel
useless
competent
superior
power ful
dishonest
intelligent
unattractive
fair
inadequate
submissive
unimportant
not likeable
5. ...6. ...7.. inconsiderate
3. ...4. ...5. ...6. ...7.. unsympathetic
3. ...4. ...5. ...6. ...7.. insensitive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7.. unhelpful
1 . . . .2. ...3. ...4. ...5. ,..6. ...7.. concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7.. disloyal
VII. Response Tendencies
Place a checkmark (vO in t^e left column next to each state-
ment that clearly describes an impulse, wish, or behavioral tendency
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that you felt during or immediately following the evaluation. Usn adouble check ( ) for the one or two strongest impulses and a questionmark (>) for weak or questionable impulses. Leave blank all items thatdo not apply. Try to use at least one double check.
Place a checkmark, double check or question mark in the right col-
umn to indicate to what extent you carried out the impulses previously
checked. Use a zero to designate that you did not carry out the impulse
at all. The intensity with which you carried out a response should not
exceed the intensity with which you felt a response. If the scores forfelt and carried out are equal, it will indicate that you fully expressed
the impulse. If they are not equal, it will indicate the degree to whichyour impulse was stronger than your actions. Glance over your final
responses to see if they adequately describe the impulses you had, and thedegree to which you carried them out.
Felt Carried
out
!• to release tension by crying
2
* to have fun, enjoy life, indulge yourself
3- to make amends, apologize, indicate you are sorry
4. to converse with friends
5. to be self-sufficient, to get along on your own
6. to seek the company of others for fear of being alone
7. to express your individuality
8. to exert influence over others
9. to carefully evaluate a situation and take constructive
action
10. to be with people
11. to make things easier for someone
12. to obtain pleasure
13. to spread joy, to make others happy
14. to question the appropriateness of your reactions
15. to sock thrills and excitement
16. to share your feelings and thoughts with people
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to make others do as you wish
to seek help from someone
to gratify your senses, live life to the full
to show people they matter, that you care about them
to be unnoticed, inconspicuous, left to yourself
to seek the company of people
to find someone you can depend on
to follow someone 1 s lead
to take risks, to seek challenge
to remove yourself from an unpleasant situation
to be alone
to take care of someone
to try something new and adventurous
to keep your impulses under control
to give in to someone, just to please him/her
to flee , run away
to express your feelings
to iron out differences, to reach an understanding with
someone
to get a lot done
to seek stimulation
to assume greater responsibility for yourself
to avoid stimulation, to seek quiet
to convince yourself that things aren't as bad as they
seem
to immerse yourself in. work
to escape into fantasy
L31
to rely on your own decisions
to try to understand yourself
to escape
to be careful, cautious; to avoid impulsive behavior
to share your feelings and thoughts with someone you
care for
to punish yourself
to reduce the intensity of your feelings
to have a close and warm relationship with someone
to release tension by throwing, hitting, or smashing
something
to make someone feel guilty
to hurt yourself
to try not to think about a situation, to forget
to convince others to think as you do
to be yourself, without concern about your image
to berate or attack yourself
to depend less on others, to be independent
to reject yourself
to release tension by an emotional outburst
to be with a loved one
to be alone with your thoughts and feelings
to criticize and evaluate your reactions
to avoid thinking about a problem that you know you have
to confront
to accomplish something of significance
to analyze and understand your reactions
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66
-
to be good to yourself, treat yourself well
67. to obtain someone's approval
68
* to say what you feel and do as you wish, to be uninhibi-
ted, unrestrained
69
• to expend excess energy through physical exercise
70. |_ to attack someone, tell someone off
71. to take vigorous action to deal with a situation
72. to retreat from the world
73. to get away from it all
74. to take charge of situations, to be a leader
75. to do what someone wants you to
76. to be with a close friend
77. to get revenge, get back at someone
78. to devote yourself to long-term goals
79. to agree with someone's opinion rather than risk an
argument
80. to put someone in his/her place
i
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Code Name
, _
Date Sex
ASe Class Date of Incident
Describe in detail an incident in which another individual gave you
a negative evaluation. This evaluation should be one which had some
emotional effect on you.
I. Description of the Event.
A. Describe the circumstances which led up to the negative evalua
t ion.
B. 1. What was the nature of the evaluation. Include, as accurate-
ly as you can, the specific aspects of you that the other
person negatively evaluated.
2. Place a checkmark next to the factor (s) below that describe
the nature of the negative evaluation. From your previous
description it should be clear why you checked the factor(s)
you did.
1. Ability - The essence of the negative evaluation
dealt with your inability to do well on a specific
task or that you were judged to be an inadequate or
incompetent person.
2. Appearance - Someone gave you a negative evaluation
concerning some aspect of your appearance, clothing
or the way you look in general.
3. Motivation - Someone negatively evaluated you for
having insufficient or inappropriate motivation.
Examples of this include not trying hard enough to
attain a goal, not being concerned about the task
at hand, an inability to persevere.
4. Personality - Someone judged you to have traits they
considered undesirable or judged you to be an unlike-
able person or someone that they did not want to
associate with.
5. Lack of Power - Someone criticized you for not being
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assertive or aggressive enough, for not standing up
for your rights or for being unable to influence
others
.
6. Immoral. Behavior - Someone negatively evaluated you
for behavior judged as showing a lack of moral con-
cern. Examples include treating others unfairly,
taking advantage of others, behaving deceitfully,
being selfish, and displaying behavior that was
judged to be inconsistent with your stated or implied
values
„
7. Other - (Specify)
C. How did this evaluation affect you emotionally and what specifically
di d you reac t to?
D. Did this evaluation cause you to re-evaluate yourself? If so, in
what way(s)? What actions, If any, did you initiate in response to
this re-evaluation? If you did not re-evaluate yourself, why not?
E, 1. How did you feel abouc this person as a result of his/her evalua
tion of you?
2 # Why did you react this way?
F. HOW Accurate war; the evaluation? (Circle the number that best
describes your opinion.
)
totally false 1 2 3 4 5_ totally true
G. How favorable did you perceive the evaluation to be?
extremely . , slightly
unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5_ unfavorable
11. To what extent did you expect to be evaluated?
.
totally
totally expected 1 2 3 4 5 unexpected
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J.
To what extent was the specific content of the evaluation expected?
totally expected 1 2 3 l c „ «.
— Z .-1 totally unexpected
To what extent do you feel you were unfairly sineled out for A
something other people get away with?
§ °" d°lng
not at ail
_5 extremely
K. How often has this been a source of criticism for you?
very often
5. rarely
II Description of your emotional reaction before and immediately afterreceiving the negative evaluation.
Indicate your feelings immediately prior to the negative evaluationby entering a B (for Before) in the appropriate location on each ofthe scales below. Enter an I (for Immediately After) to indicate
now you felt following the evaluation. The difference between B andi should reflect your reaction to receiving the evaluation.
Make the ratings to the right or left of the dots that divide the
spaces. A rating on one side of the dot will be given a different
weignt than a rating on the other side of the dot. When you are
through, examine your ratings to make sure that you have entered a
B and an I on each scale, and that the difference between themindicates the amount of change you experienced.
secure
,
unafraid
,
unthreat-
ened
warm-
hearted
,
kindlv
,
affec-
tionate
very some
what
slight
4
neutral
or inap-
plicable
ii-
slight
ly
I
•
I
'
I- 1
4-M
self-
accepting,
positive-
attitude-
toward-se If,
warm- fee lings.,
toward self
\
—
-
some- very r . ,
what frightened,
worried
,
threat-
ened
angry, irri
tated, or
annoyed
-
wi th-some-
one-or-some
thing (does
not include
anger at
self)
angry, ir-
ritated,
or annoyed
with self
i
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very some- slight-
what ly
neutral slight
or inap- ly
plicable
4. happy,
cheerful
,
joyous
^
5
.
energetic
,
aroused
,
keyed-up i
6. free,
unrestrained
,
spontan-
eous
7. calm,
relaxed
at -ease
8. clear-
minded
,
integrated
,
in-harmony-
wi th-sel fi
9. worthy,
adequate
pleased-
wi th-self
10
.
power ful
,
strong
,
in -command
-
of -one 1 s-
fate
i
i
i
•
i
some
what
very
unhappy
9
sad
,
gloomy
tired,
weary
,
unreac tive
frustrated
,
b locked
,
inhibited
tense
jittery,
nervous
confused
,
disorgani-
zed, frag-
mented
unworthy,
inadequate
displeased-
wi th-se If
powerless
,
weak
,
helpless
III. Your feelings concerning the manner in which you were unfavorably
evaluated
.
Below are descriptions of various ways of feeling in response to
receiving a negative evaluation. Ento": a checkmark next to the
description that describes how you felt you were being treated
during the evaluation. If more than one description applies enter
a double check next to the description which most accurately des-
cribes your fee lings . The significant point for these ratings is
to report on how you felt you were being treated during the evalua
tion. Consider the following hypothetical situation for example.
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A student received a poor grade on an important paper. In the margin
were written several critical comments. The student felt that the instruc
tor was conveying a personal dislike toward him. So, the student would
enter a check next to "Rejected."
Note: We are interested in your subjective feelings and not what
the person actually did.
1. Re jected - During the evaluation you felt the evaluator was con-
veying dislike for you, of. not wishing to maintain a relationship
with you, of finding your company undesirable or of not wishing
to be with you.
?• Attacked - During the evaluation you felt the person was deliber-
ately attacking, belittling, or harming you.
3- Treated with Insensit j vity - During the evaluation you felt the
person treated you with insensitivity
,
thoughtlessness, or care-
lessness
.
4. Given Impersonal, Objective Information - You felt that the
evaluator treated you with objectivity, but impersonally, in
evaluating you or some aspect of your behavior.
5. Treated with Sensitivity - You felt that the person who evaluated
you was doing so in a very thoughtful and sensitive manner.
IV. The manner in which the evaluation was objectively given.
Below please check the factor that describes the manner in which
the evaluation was actually given from an objective point of view.
Here it is important to report how the evaluation was given impar-
tially, discounting any special sensitivities that may have been
aroused in you as a result of being evaluated. Consider, for example,
the hypothetical situation that was presented in Section III. The
student, when considering how an impartial observer would have re-
acted to the critical comments, realized that he was particularly
sensi tive to be ing negative ly evaluated by this instructor . Con-
sidered from thif impartial viewpoint, the criticisms were really
providing objective comments concerning the student 1 s performance on
the paper. In this case, the student would enter a check next to
''Objective."
1. Re iec ting - The evaluator behaved in a rejecting manner, indica-
ting he/she disliked you, did not wish to maintain a relationship
with you, found your company undesirable or did not wish to be
with you.
2. Attacking - The evaluator was deliberately attacking you, belitt-
ling or harming you.
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3.
4.
5.
£^
.
" s *°erate
"
The "Valuator was inconsiderate, thoughtless orcareless in his/her treatment of you.
n i
Objective
-
The evaluator treated you with impersonal objectivity
fWgntfuU
eValUat°r ' S treatment of vou « sensitive and
Source of Evaluation
Describe the individual who evaluated you as accurately as possibleby checking all items that apply.
mother
father
sibling
other relative
husband
wife
child
boyfriend (romantic)
girlfriend (romantic)
same sex friend (non-romantic)
^other sex friend (non-roman-
tic)
casual acquaintance
_roommate
, same sex
^roommate, other sex
teacher
Jgroup
other (write in)
Status of Other Sex of Other
authority (boss, policeman)
subordinate (child)
equivalent
male
female
Ratings of the Source of the Negative Evaluation
Describe your reactions to the person who gave you the negative
evaluation. Rata your impressions of the person before the evalua-
tion by circling the number and your impressions of this person as
a result of evaluating you by putting a square around the number.
The discrepancy between these scores should reflect the amount of
change in your momentary feelings about this individual as a conse-
quence of giving you the negative evaluation.
selfish ..1 2 3 4 5 6 7. . unselfish
kind ..1 2 3 4 5 6 7.. cruel
useful ..1 2 3 4. ...5 6. ...7.. useless
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4.
5.
6.
7.
incompetent
inferior
weak
honest
8. dull
9 . attractive
10. unfair
11. capable
12
.
dominant
13
.
important
14. likeable
15 . consi derate
16 . sympathetic
17 . sensitive
18. helpful
19 . meddlesome
20. loyal
competent
superior
powerful
dishonest
7 .
.
intelligent
7 unattractive
fair
inadequate
submissive
unimportant
2 3 4 5 6 7.. not likeable
2. ...3. ...4. ...5. ...6. ...7.. inconsiderate
2. ...3. ...4. ...5. ...6. ...7.. unsympathetic
2. ...3. ...4. ...5. ...6. ...7.. insensit ive
unhelpful
concerned
3. ...4. ...5. ...6. ...7.. disloyal
VII. Response Tendencies
Place a checkmark (>/) in the left column next to each statement
that clearly describes an impulse, wish, or behavioral tendency
that you felt during or immediately following the evaluation. Use
a double check ( ) for the one or two strongest impulses and a
question mark (?) for weak or questionable impulses. Leave blank
all items that do not apply. Try to use at least one double check.
Place a checkmark, double check or question mark in the right
column to indicate to what extent you carried out the impulses
previously checked. Use a zero to designate that you did not
carry out the impulse at all. The intensity with which you carried
out a response should not exceed the intensity with which you felt
a response. If the scores for felt and carried out are equal, it
will indicate that you fully expressed the impulse. If they are
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not equal, it will indicate the degree to which your impulse was strongerthan your actions. Glance over your final responses to see if they
adequately describe the impulses you had, and the degree to which you
carried them cut.
Felt Carried
Out
1* to release tension by crying
2
* to have fun, enjoy life, indulge yourself
3
-
to make amends, apologize, indicate you are sorry
4. to converse with friends
5
*
to be self-sufficient, to get along on your own
6. to seek the company of others for fear of being alone
7. to express your individuality
8. to exert influence over others
9. to carefully evaluate a situation and take construc-
tive action
10. to b-2 with people
11. to make things easier for someone
12. to obtain pleasure
13. to spread joy, to make others happy
14.
___
to question the appropriateness of your reactions
15. to seek thrills and excitement
16. to share your feelings and thoughts with people
17.
_
to make others do as you wish
18. to seek help from someone
19. to gratify your senses, live life to the full
20. to show people they matter, that you care about them
21. to be unnoticed, inconspicuous, left to yourself
to seek the company of people
to find someone you can depend on
to follow someone's lead
to take risks, to seek challenge
to remove yourself from an unpleasant situation
to be alone
to take care of someone
to try something new and adventurous
to keep your impulses under control
to give in to someone, just to please him/her
to flee, run away
to express your feelings
to iron out differences, to reach an understanding
with someone
to get a lot done
to seek stimulation
to assume greater responsibility for yourself
to avoid stimulation, to seek quiet
to convince yourself that things aren't as bad as
they seem
to immerse yourself in work
to escape into fantasy
to rely on your own decisions
to try to understand yourself
to escape
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45.
Felt Carried
Out
to be careful, cautious; to avoid impulsive behavior
46
#
to share y°ur feelings and thoughts with someone
you care for
47- to punish yourself
4 8
-
,
to reduce the intensity of your feelings
49
'
to have a close and warm relationship with someone
50# to release tension by throwing, hitting, or smash-
ing something
51* to make someone feel guilty
52. to hurt yourself
to try not to think about a situation, to forget
54. to convince others to think as you do
55. to be yourself, without concern about your image
56. to berate or attack yourself
57. to depend less on others, to be independent
58. to reject yourself
59. to release tension by an emotional outburst
60. to be with a loved one
61. to be alone with your thoughts and feelings
62. to criticize and evaluate your reactions
63. to avoid thinking about a problem that you know you
have to confront
64. to accomplish something of significance
65. to analyze and understand your reactions
66. to be good to yourself, treat yourself well
67. to obtain someone's approval
143
68
69.
70.
71.
74.
75.
79.
80.
Felt Carried
Out
t0
.
S
fy ^
at y°u fee * and do as you wish, to be(inhibited, unrestrained
~" —
t0 6Xpend excess e^rgy through physical exercise
—
to attack someone, tell someone off
—
;
t0 take vigorous action to deal with a situation
72
*
.
to retreat from the world
73
*
1
to get away from it all
to take charge of situations, to be a leader
to do what someone wants you to
76
' to be with a close friend
77
* to get revenge, get back at someone
78,
—,
to devote yourself to long-term goals
to agree with someone's opinion rather than risk an
argument
to put someone in his/her place
144
Appendix B: Self Report Inventory
Form 4975
Sel f-report Inventory
Please note how accurately the following items describe you Do
not mark this form, but use the IBM sheet provided. Make sure to use a
soft lead pencil (#2 or less).
Work rapidly. First impressions are as good as any. Use thefollowing scale.
1 2 3 4
Completely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Completely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
1. I am quick to learn new things.
2. I have been endowed with a strong and healthy body.
3. My emotions rarely get out of hand.
4. I have always been courteous, even to people who have been disagree-
able to me.
5. I have an inferiority complex.
6. I am well coordinated physically.
7. I can handle almost any important problem I am faced with.
8. I have never minded admitting that I don't know something.
9. I have more physical endurance than most.
10. I am a great big nobody.
11. I am not easily dominated by others.
12. I sometimes say things that are not completely true.
13. I regard myself as a highly ethical person.
Self
-report Inventory
1 2 3 4 5
Completely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Completely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
14. I do not like the way I look.
15. I sometimes doubt that anyone who really mattered to me could love
me the way I am.
16. I have gossiped at times.
17. I am a capable person.
18. I am bothered by my lack of self-control.
19. No one loves or cares ahout me.
20. I have never felt that I was punished without cause.
21. I get physically run down easily.
22. All in all, I fm quite satisfied with who I am.
23. I have (or am confident that someday I will have) a close, warm re-
lationship with someone who understands me.
24. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different
from my own.
25. I like the way I look.
26. I feel as if nothing I do is very good.
27. I often worry about my physical health.
28. What others think of me does not bother me.
29. I tend to assume that people will not like me.
30. I am not a well-coordinated person.
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Self-report inventory
Completely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Completely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
31. I have little respect for myself.
32. I have never felt like saying something that would hurt someone's
feelings
.
33. I tend to be good at physical activities, such as dancing or sports.
34. I frequently do things that I later feel guilty about.
35. I give in to others too easily.
36. At elections I have sometimes voted for people about whom I know verv
little. y
3 7. In general, I don't have to worry about my health.
38. My values need straightening out.
39. I do not let people push me around.
40. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a restau-
rant
.
41. I have a low opinion of myself.
42. When I put my mind to something, I almost always succeed.
43. I am an independent person.
44. No matter who I'm talkrlng to, I'm always a gocd listener.
45. There are very few things that I can honestly say I am good. at. . . .
46. I'm not good at influencing people.
47. I lack firm guiding principles.
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Self -report Inventory
1
2 3 4 5
Completely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Completely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
48.
49.
There have been times when I have intensely disliked someone.
I feel that I am a physically attractive person.
50. I am very sensitive to disapproval.
51. Self-control is no problem for me.
52. I would rather win than lose in a game.
53. In general, I have a high opinion of myself.
54. I am not a nice person.
55. I often feel worn out for no apparent reason.
56. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.
57. I am not a capable person.
58. I have at least as much self -control as most people.
59. I am not very good at getting people to do as I wish.
60. Most people like me.
61. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune
of others.
62. I let too many people take advantage of me.
63. I like myself.
64. My inability to resist temptation is a source of concern for me.
Self -report Inventory
148
1 l_ 3 4_ 5
Completely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Completely
False True Neither True True True
nor False
65. I have sometimes felt resentful about not getting my way.
66. I sometimes worry about losing control of myself.
67. I have a firm sense of what is right and wrong, and act accordingly.
68. I feel that I am a person of worth.
69. I have sometimes felt like getting even, rather than forgiving and
forgetting.
70. I'm an easy person to like.
71. I tend to be awkward in most physical activities.
72. I am lacking in will power.
73. I'm not a very likeable person.
74. I often feel incompetent or inadequate.
75. I generally have a sense of physical well-being.
76. I have sometimes been irritated by people asking favors of me.
77. Others often follow ray lead.
78. There are people who love me very much.
79. I am often afraid to say what I think.
80. I always practice what I preach.
81. I think I am at least as good looking as most people.
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Self-report Inventory
82.
83.
84.
85.
Completely
False
Mainly Uncertain or Mainly
False Neither True True
nor False
Completely
True
Self discipline is a problem for me.
I feel good about myself, who I am and what I'm like.
I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
I regard myself as basically a good and decent person.
86. Controlling my emotions is not a problem for me.
87. I become ill quite easily.
88. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone
89. I sometimes wish I were someone else.
90. I do not have a clear sense of values.
91. I have a lot of will power
92. I am pleased with my sense of values.
93. If I were really to be myself, people wouldn't think well of
94. I often feel unattractive.
95. I succeed at most things I attempt.
me
96. People like being with me.
97. I am ashamed of my physical appearance.
98. I tend to have a strong influence on people
99. I have a firm set of values.
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Appendix C: Zung Self -rating Depression Scale
Below you will find statements about moods, feelings, or attitudes Read
each statement carefully, and on your answer sheet, indicate whether that
statement describes you 1) a little of the time 2) some of the timej) a good part of the time or 4) most of the time.
Example
1. I get a "kick" out of reading the funnies
1) a little of the time
2) some of the time
3) a good part of the time
4) most of the time
1. I feel down
-hearted and blue.
2. Morning is when I feel the best.
3. I have crying spells or feel like it.
4. I have trouble sleeping at night.
5. I eat as much as I used to.
6. I still enjoy sex.
7. I notice that I am losing weight.
8. I have trouble with constipation.
9. My heart beats faster than usual.
10. I get tired for no reason.
11. My mind is as clear as it used to be.
12. I find it easy to do the things I used to.
13. I am restless and can't keep still *
14.
~r feel hopeful about the future.
15. I am more irritable than usual.
16. I find it easy to make decisions.
17. I feel that I am useful and needed
18. My life is pretty full.
19. I feel that others would
20. I still enjoy the things
be better off if I we re dead.
I used to do.
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